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Prevention Research Update is a quarterl ! current awareness service, prepared by
the Westem Center for Drug-Free Schools and Communities, which summarizes
recent research on adolescent drug abuse and its prevention. Each issue abstracts and
reviews, the prevention: iinplications of new research dealing with a major topic of
meeminﬂneﬁeld.placin‘iememw information in the context of past findings. The
goal is to help bridge communications gap between the researcher, the
practitioner, and the general population, by disseminating research findings in an
accessible manner and providing an introductory review of their significance.
Abstracts are arranged alphabetically by first author's last name. Preceding the
abstracts {5 an overview discussion in which references to abstracted studies are
identified by an asterisk (*). References to all documents cited are located following
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listed on the last page of this issue.
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OVERVIEW

Introduction

The relationship between juvenile delinquency
and the use of alcohol and other dmigs (AOD) by
adolescents has been of long-standing interest to
policy makers, researchers, law enforcement offi-
cials, school administrators, and almost all others
who manage and develop social service programs
serving adolescents. The causal associa-
tion between AOD use and criminal activity, both for
juveniles and adults, underlies much past and current
policy in law enforcement, health, and social
services in the United States. For example, this pre-
sumed association was the motivation for the devel-
opment of the Opium Exclusion Act of 1906, the
Harrison Narconcs Act of 1914, and the Drug
Abuse Office and Treatment Act of 1972 (Watters,
Reinerman & Fagan 1985*).

There is, without question, a strong statistical
comrelation between the level of delinquent activity
and the level of AOD use in adolescents. A strong
association between drug use, drug trafficking, and

outh gangs has also emerged. However, scveral
important questions concerning the relationship of
delinquency, gang membership, and AOD use re-
main unanswered in the research literature. Several
of these issues are addressed in this Overview.

The first section summarizes current knowledge
about the extent of AOD use among delinquents and
the nature of the relationship between AQOD use and

i y users. The common perception among
the public is that illicit drugs are a significant cause
of both viclent and non-violent criminal activity. In
gitg research literature, however, the answer is not

ar.

Next, we explore the related question of the in-
volvement of members in delinquency, drug
use, and drug cking.

The final section deals with what we can do to
reduce the prevalence of drug use and delinquency
through prevention and intervention programs.
Because of the progress that has been made in this
arca, important, substantive answers can be pro-
vided to the policy maker and »rogram manager who
are developing social services for adolescents.

There are many other peitinent issues and ques-
tions regarding the delinquency and AOD use rela-
tionship. For example, how does adolescent AOD
use and criminal activity relate to these activities in
adulthood? There are indications that adult AOD use
is similar to the behavior of adolescents in its charac-
teristics and controlling factors (Kandel & Raveis
1989). In addition, we have very little data as yet
about the deli -AOD connection for specific
subpopulations such as females or ethnic minorities
(cf. Kandel, Simcha-Fagan & Davies 1986*;
Dawkins and Dawkins 1983*) While we attempt to
shed some light on these other issues, the focus of

this review is on uncerstanding the general connec-
tion between delinquency and the use of alcohol and
other drugs, as well as the prevention implications
of this conniection.

Drugs-Delinquency Connections

In this section current know :dge is reviewed
regarding three issues: (1) the extent of AOD use
among delinquents and the extent of delinquency
among AOD users: (2) the extent to which delin-
quency and AOD use represent expressions of a
common underlying factor of deviance or uncon-
ventionality or, conversely, to what extent delin-
quency and AOD use are caused by factors specific
to themselves; and (3) whether the use of alcehol
and illicit drugs causes crime, or, the reverse,
whether crime causes the use of alcohol and/or illicit
drugs.

Extent of the Problem

There can be no doubt that a consistent and
strong correlation between AOD use and delin-
quency exists (e.g., Frost Reed & May 1984%;
Elliott, Huizinga & Ageton 1985%; Kandel, Simcha-
Fagan & Davies 1986*; Kovach & Glickman 1986;
Hundleby 1987; Rivers 1989*). Research indicates
that adolescents who engage in deli activitics
are at Ligher risk for AOD use than the general ynuth

population.

Blane (1982/3*) reported that two-thinds of the
delinquents in his sample were problem drinkers
compared with 39% of the nondelinquents. The

i ts were also significantly more likely to
use illicit drugs and to have more drug-related prob-

Eiliott and Huizinga (1984) found that about
50% of the serious juvenile ofiznders they surveyed
reponed the use of ~awuigas iiicit drugs. The rates
of use for alcohol were 4 to 6 times the rate of
nonoffendc rs; for marijuang, 14 times; and for other
illicit drugs, 6 to 36 times, depending upon the
drug. They estimated that 1.5% of the sample were
botl: serious delinquents and serious substance
gtsxgir)s (see also Elliott, Huizinga, and Ageton

Ina samgle of juveniles and young adults incar-
cerated in 50 long-term, state-operated facilities in
26 states, Beck, Kline, and Greenfeld (1988%) re-
ported regular alcohol use among 50% and regular
illicit drug use among 60%. In addition, 80% had
used marijuana in the past, compared with 51% in
NIDA's 1986 National High School Seniors
Survey. For cocaine, the rates were 46% vs. 17%;
amphetamines, 36% vs. 23%; LSD, 29% vs. 7%;
PCP, 23% vs. 5%; and heroin, 13% vs. 1%.
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Nearly half the respondents were under the influence
of AOD when they committed their current offense.
In another study of ;r;cmratt;: é;iux\re:mle:za 81%
used drugs (unspecified) during months prior
to their incarceration (Farrow and French 1986%).

anm Derke et al. Q{fl?&éﬁ‘) fomdmsgstan-
ti i pemerﬁ use among you a ju-
veni){e ditiemion facility than in aﬁm sn)u:tg of
comparably aged youth. Neard (90%) of juve-
nile detainees they studied in lgszlepomd aloohot
use at least once, com with 65% among juve-
niles in NIDA's 1982 National Household Survey.
Over four times as many reported alcohol use four
or more times in the past month (38% vs. 6%).
Substantially higher levels of marijuana, cocaine,
hallucinogen, and heroin use were also found. In
another study, Dembo, Washbum et al. (1987%)
found high levels of marijuana use among
juvenile dewainees, which seemed to be related to 3
lifestyle with high levels of involvement with serious
criminal behavior.

In a survey of 882 New Jersey adolescents,
White, Pandina, and LaGrange (1987*) found ihat
23% of the total sample were either serious sub-
stance abusers or delinquents, but not both. Only
7% fell in both . This was higher than te
1.5% estimated by Elliort and Huizinga (1984),
probably because of differences in the sample age
and measurement of substance abuse. Serious delin-
quency rates were much higher for males than fe-
males. The majority of serious delinquents were
also serious substance abusers.

Johnston, O°Malley, and Bachman (1986), in a
longitudinal study, found that the level of illicit drug
use and the level of criminal activity in a sample of
high school males covaried over a period of several
years. In a 1985 survey in Washington state, sum -
marized by Hawkins, Lishner et al, (1987), institu-
tionalized delinquents had higher lifetime and curvent

prevaience rates for all illicit then high school
seniors. For example, 84% of delinquents had
used marijuana, compared with 54% of high school

seniors. Nearly two-thinds of the delinquents had
used marijuana within the 30 d;{: ior to incar-
ceration, compared with 26% of gh school se-
niors.

If delinquent youths have high levels of drug
use, youths heavily involved in drugs have also
been found to commit more delinquent offenses.
Johnson, Wish, and Huizinga (1983) found that
drug users accounted for 40% of all index crimes,
even though they made »p only 1.3% of the popula-
tion. In a sample of mostly Hispanic juvenile in-
halant users, Frost Reed and May (1984*) found
that the inhalant abusers were almost three-times
more likely to be involved in criminal activicy than
were members of two other control group of
delinquents.

In a New York City survey, 419% of heavy
crack users were frequently involved in serjous
crimes, compared with 5% of light users and 2% of
nonusers (Carpenter, Glassner et al. 1988*),

In the survey by White, Pandina, and LaGrange
(1987*), about a third of the serious substance
abusers were also serious delinquents, although this
wis a lower rate than the level of serious abuse
among serious delinquents. This is consistent with
the finding of Elliott and Huizinga (1984) that seri-
ous and frequent delinquent behaviors directly re-
lated to a full range of drug-use behaviors including
pmblemuse.butmammtypeam!ﬁemmmyefdmg
use was only directly related to selected types of
crime (e.g., felony thefi, selling drugs, and public
disorder crimes) and not to general deviance.

Furthermore, while many youth mature out of
both delinquency and drug use, for a small grg:g
possibly 2%-6% of the youth population, both seri -
ous crime and frequent drug use appear to persist
into adulthood. This population is responsible for &
disproportionate number of violent and
crimes and other social costs (Hawkins, Jensen et
al. 1988*).

Evidence also suggests the view thai the drug-
delinquency connection varies depending on type of
drug, type of crime, and different demographic
Hulzinga 1988, A ¢ udy of s syt G

. At udy of a sample of deli t
youths from Philadelphia found that personal drug
use and drug Selins haddlﬁtmlxltnmasmam(g :'talfl
three types of self-reported deli cy (g ¢
theft, felony theft, crimes against persons). Drug
use was positively associated with all three types of
delinquency, whereas drug selling was associated
only with felony theft and personal crime. It ap-
pears that drug users may be “generalists” in their
criminal activity, while drug sellers are “specialists™
(Goodstein, Kovacevic & Southeimer 1989%).

The crack epidemic has fueled concerns about
the drug-crime connection among youth. Mediz at-
tention has focused on how the high addictive liabil-
ity of the drug criminality among users to
support their habits and how, as discussed below in
the section on gangs, youth have become involved
in drug trafficking and trafficking-related violence in
unprecedented numbers. Unfortunately, there is still
very little empirical data on crack use or dealing
among youth. In Miami, Rivers (1989*) reported
that youths known to be users of crack cocaine
committed an " ing" number of criminal acts.
All the “serious deli 5" (median age 14.7) in-
terviewed by Inciardi and Pottieger (1990*) had
histories of multiple drug use and nearly 80% had
some involvement in the crack business; the greater
the involvement in crack sales, the more likely was
drug usc of all types.

Research studies have clearly established that
Srongly comeisted. Gentbly, yous cocehe e
strongly cormrelated. y. young e who
are ﬁequemmemofdmgaremomlike!l;e&engage
in delinquent activities than those who are light users
or nonusers, Similarly, delinquent youth are more
apt to be heavy substance abusers than nondelin-
cuent youth, Whatremainstobeexplored is the re-
lationship between the two behaviors, Are they
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caused by non-overlapping factors ﬁedﬁc to them-
selves, or do they both (along with other deviant
adolescent activities) derive from a common factor
or factors? Also, do these behaviors merely occur
together, or can one be said to be the cause of the
other? These questions are discussed in the next
two sections.

Etiology: The Deviance Syndrome

A long-stauding question is whether there is a
latent "deviance " that underlies delinquent
behavior, AOD use, and other risk-taking or deviant
behaviors in adolescence. Within the past 10-15

yeamamnnberofﬁngmﬁndingsmvem'ged
that shed substantial light on this question.

A de-
viance can be defined as an individual's
elevated probability of engaging in a wide spectrum
of unconventional or deviant behaviors (Jessor &
Jessor 1977). The concept of a deviance syndiome
has meaning to the extent that major forms of de-
viant behavior (e.g., AOD use, deli y, early
scxual activity, rebelliousness, reckless driving,
poor school attenidance) can be shown to have a
common etiology and that the presence of the de-
viant behaviors covaries in some predictable fash-
ion. It is important to note that some behaviors
(e.g., criminal activity, illicit drug use) are defined
as deviant across the entire life Other behav-
iors (e.g., sexual activity, social use of alcohol) are
defined as deviant until adulthood, at which point
they are considered normal behavior.

Within the past few years a consensus P s
emerged among researchers that there is an underly-
ing deviance factor associated with the production of
a variety of deviant or risk-taking behaviors in ado-
lescence. Evidence for this comes from three
sources: (1) etiological research on risk factors; (2)
age prevalence data; and (3) attempts to di.ectly
measure the presence of an underlying latent de-
viance factor.

Etioiogical and Risk Factor Research. The
etiological literature, being cross-sectional and corre-
lational, cannot answer questions about the causal
relationships between dif srent variables. But if
there is a common deviance e, there should
be a common core of risk factors present in the

of both juvenile deli and ado-
lescent AOD users. Al the existence of com-
mon background variables would not prove that an
underlying deviance factor was the cause of both
AOD use and deli y, it would nonetheless be
implausible that a rome could exist
without the presence of this commonality.

There is a large body of evidence showing con-
siderable overlap in the risk factors found in the

of adolescents ing in delinquenc;
and/or AOD use (Loeber & %ishion 19832r
Farrington 198S5; Hawkins, Lishner et al 1987,
Hawkins, Jenson et al. 1988*). White, Pandina,
and LaGrange (1987*) found that variables related

Substance Abuse, Delingueats, and Gangs

to any form of serious deviance discriminated be-
tween adolescents who met any criteria for serious
substance abuse or delinquency from those who did
not meet this criteria. Further, evidence exists that
the presence of multiple risk factors is associated
with a greater probability of drug use (Bry 1983;
Elliott, Huizinga & Ageton 1985*; Kandel, Simncha-
Fagan & Davies 1986*).

Table 1, located at the end of the Overview sec-
tion, summarizes the findings of selected studies on
specific risk factors for delinquency and for drug
use conducted during the past 20 years. Those stud-
ies that identified the presence of a specific risk fac-
tor in the backgrounds of delinquents are listed for
that risk factor under the delinquency subheading,
and those that identified the presence of the risk
factor in the of adclescents engaging in
AOD use are listed under that subheading. A study
that reported evidence related to several risk factors
for both y and AOD use is listed at several
points in the table. It is clear from this table that the
amount of overlap in risk factors is substantial,
particularly in the areas of antisocial behavior,
family management practices and modeling, and

influences.

Antisocial behavior. One risk factor clearly
associated with both delinquency and AOD use is
early antisocial behavior. Early antisocial and ag-
gressive behavior has been strongly and consistently
associated with later persistent and f; delin-
quent activity (Farrington 1985, 1986; Locber &
Dishion 1983; Patterson 1982). The findings re-
garding this risk factor clearly indicate that the
higher the level of aggressive behavior in the ele-
mentary grades, the more likely that deviant delin-
quent behavior will begin in adolescence. Early an-
tisocial behavior also predicts use of alco-
hol and other drugs in adolescence (Johnston,
O’Malley & Eveland 1978; Kandel, Kessler &
Margulies 1978; Kellam & Brown 1982; Simcha-
Fagan & Gersten 1986).

School adjustment. Academic difficulties have
been routinely identified as a predictor of both delin-

ency and AOD use. White, Pandina, and
LaGrange (1987¢) found the same school variables
to be significantly related to botk behaviors,

In regand to delinquency, several researchers
have found a comrelational relationship between it
and ac.demic failure and have proposed theoretical
models linking the two (Loeber & Dishion 1983;
Loeber & Stouthamer-Loeber 1987; ngy 1987).
Academic failure may reflect the leaming
disabilities or limited verhal ies. Altematively,
anti-social behaviors may reduce academic achieve-
ment. Elliott, Huizinga, and Ageton (1985*) con-
cluded that neither academic skills nor level of aca-
demic aspiration was directly related to delinguent
behavior, Instead, it may be that delinquency is
more related to attitudes and aspirations towards aca-
demic achievement. Related ‘o this, Elliott and Voss
(1974) found that delinquent behavior was related to
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social functioning within the school rather than to
attendance or academic achievement.

Research also indicates that poor school perfor-
mance, underachievement, and failure are common
risk factors for initiation of AOD use and heavier
levels of abuse (Bry et al. 1982; Greenspan 198S;
?gévgkins. Jenson et al. 1988*; Kovack & Glickman

).

Family influences. Family management prac-
tices have also consistently been associated with
adolescent criminal activity and AOD use. Children
raised in families with lax or inconsistent discipline,
excessively severe disci and poor parent-chi.d
communications are known to be at lngh risk for
both AOD use and deli (Loeber & Dishion
1983; McCord 1979; Robins 1978). Adolescents
from households with high levels of parental conflict
are also at higher risk of delinquency and drug use
(Baumrind 1983; Penning & Bames 1982; Robins
1980). Family conflict should be differentiated from
divorce or changes in family structure. Divorce per
se, resulting in "broken homes," does not appear to
be an lmportant precursor of delinquent activity
(Wilson & Hermrnstein 1985). White, Pandins, and
LaGrange (1987*) found only weak associations
with either behavior, but this could be due to the
relatively old age of the sample. Two-thirds of the
sample were 18-21 yuars old, an age when family
influences have declined.

Peer influences. The im of peer influ-
ence in the of both AOD use and
delinquent behavior is clearly documented. For
some of the more important studies listed in Table 1,
including White, Pandina, and LaGrange (1987%),
peer influences are the most, or among the most,
important predictors of both. Elliott, Huizinga &
Ageton (1985*) found that young involved
with prosocial friends were at low nisk for drug
dealing and use (sce also Kandel, Simcha-Fagan &
Davies 1986*).

Intrapersonal risk factors. While there is sub-
stantial overlap in the risk factors for delinquency
and AOD use, some risk factors are more i
for one behavior or the other. For example, White,
Pandina, and LaGrange (1987*) found that intraper-
sonal variables were :em ﬁ: substmmef m
not to delinquency and strength o iffer-
ent predictor variables varied between each type of
behavior as well as across age groups.

Neurolngical factors have been implicated in the
levelopment of delinquency (Barmum 198S;
Fenwick 1985; Peterson, Homer & Wonderlich
1982). This evidence centers on depressed levels of
autonomic (Rutter & Giller 1983) and central ner-
vous system (Mednick, Volavka et al. 1981) func-
tioning. Attention deficit disorder (hyperactivity)
has also been implicated in the development of

(Olweus 1979; Rutter and Giller 1983).

onversely, & sensation-secking orientation has

been correlated with early initiation of drug use and
with use of multiple substances (Penning & Bames

1982; Satinder & Black 1984; Spous & Shontz
1984). However, a relationship berween sensation-
secking and delinquency has not been definitely
confirmed. The: reported studies are divided as to0
whether this relationship exisis (Karoly 1975;
Thome 1971; White, Johnson & Garrison 198S5).

Finally, a genetic disposition to criminal activity
has never been definitively confirmed (Wilson &
Hermstein 1985). There is a consensus emerging,
homm. that alcoholism ig, in pag. a disease in-
vo a genetic predisposition. Convergent evi-
dence twin studies, adoption studies, and bic-
logical response studies the role of a genetic
mﬁm for some male alcoholism (Hawkins,

i et al. 1987).

lap in the ciologies of delinguency and adoloscers

ap ologies of deli cy escert
AOD use. These aress of overlap, while extensive,

are not identical. There are specific risk factors that
seem to relate either to AOD use or to delinquency,
but not to both. In general, however, 80-
cial/familial factors are jointly related to both forms
of deviant behavior, while the i factors

(e.g., attention deficit disurder) tend not to demon-
strate such overlap. White, Pandina, snd LaGrange
(1987*) conclude that while the common-cause hy-
pothesis is supported, there may be an additional set
of predictors, which appear largely related to in-

trapersonal characteristics, that di ates those
young people who become serious delinquents from
those who become serious substance abusers.

Age-Related Data. A second important
source of evidence for assessing the presence of a
commeon latent factor of deviance is the relative
prevalence of delinquency and AOD use across dif-
ferent ages. There is a body of literature, smaller
than the first, which examines this question. If an
underlying common deviance factor is present, simi-
lar patterns in prevalence for both behaviors should
be observed across different ages. The age-preva-
lence curves should reasonably co as to
when they reach their peak, and they shonuld consis-
tently maintain the same slope, generally increasing
or decreasing at about the same time. 1

The most imporntant evidence on this topic
comes from several longitudinal studies conducted
over the past decade assessing criminal activity and
AOD use across different ages. These studies show
that there is substantial similarity in the age-related
prevalence for different types of delinquent behav -
iors and for AOD use among adolescents,

Usiﬁ survey data collected beginning in 1964,
Temple & Ladouceur (1986*) examined the self-re-
ported rates of alcohol consumption and criminal
offenses of a sample of 302 males in Oregon who
gxdmﬁ?‘m;dﬁ?gile:swm mufrded criminal offense
y age ifty-six percent of the surveyed group,
followed yearly to age 31, eventually reported com-
mitting at least one adult crime. For this group,
criminal activity peaked around age 18 and thereafier
sharply declined. At age 18, over 60% of the survey
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respondents reported committing a crime during that
year, over h:og were usinsf afémm: . Ba:m ahgult 35%
repoited avy use o . By age Zl, over
90% were usmg‘gwhol and about 50% the
heavy use of alcohol, but less that 20% reported that
they had commitied a criminal offense in that year.
The rates for alcohol use and heavy alcohol use de-
clined very slowly after that till age 31 (lessthan a
10% reduction for botii alcohol measures). Thus, in
this srudy, while delinquency and alcohol use
rapidly incresced in similar in mid-adoles-
cence, the of differed after about
age 18, with alcohol use maintaining high levels and
criminal behavior substantially i

Johnston, O'Malley, and Bachman (1986) con-
ducted a longitudinal study of 1,260 10th grade
males beginning in 1966. students were fol-
lowed for cight years and were assessed on a num-
ber of measures, including the use of marijuana, the
experimental use of psychoactive substances in pill
form, the more regular usc of pills, the use of
heroin, and several measures of delinquency. Their
findings support the covariation across differert
ages of illicit drug use and criminal behavior. In al-
most all combi=ations of age mnﬁ.utype of illicit
substance used, and type of criminal activity, the
prevalence curves for cnminal activity and AOD use
were similar. In general, the results indicated that
the prevalerce of deviant behavior peaked in the 16-
20 year-old range and decreased afier that point.

Osgcod, Johnston et al. (1988*) reported the

results of a longitudinal study of male high school
students conduct d over a four-year time
(roughly ages 18 t wough 22). For five specific de-
viant behaviors (an index of criminal behavior,
neavy alcohol use, marijuana use, other illicit drog
use, and dangerous driving), only criminal activity
showed a substantial decrease in the age range cov-
ered. Heavy aicohol, illicit drug, and marijuana use
increased very slightly, while dangerous driving de-
creased slightly.
Kangel, Simcha-Fagan, and Davies (1986*)
conducted 3 longitudinal study of over 1,000 youths
in New York siate who were surveyed on self-re-
ported delinquency and drug use for a nine-year pe-
riod beginning at age 15-16. Results from the sur-
vey showed that neady half of the young aduit males
and 25% of wthe young adult females had engaged in
at least one crime., The results also showed a strong
correlation between illicit druy, use and delinquent
activity, with the latter peaking in late adolescence
and decreasing steadily after that point. This study
was impornant in poi out that somewhat differ-
ent patterns of use and cessation of the deviant
behaviors existed for men and women.

These findings present a consistent view of
criminal activity and AOD use increasing in early- to
mid-ad ‘escence and peaking in late adolescence
(ages 16-20). Criminal activity seems to peak
somewhat earlier (in the 16- to 18-years-old age
range), and also decreases much more rapidly than
alcoho! or drug use in the years afier the peak

':1%%2). Trasler (1979) proposed
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prevalence is reached. Itis important to note that the
continued prevalence of alcohol consumption, as
was found by Temple & Ladouceur (1986*) and
Osgoad, Johnston et al. (1988*), must be viewed in
the context of increased social approval and avail-
ability once the early 20s are reached. This could, at
least ally, account for the continued use of alco-
ho! when criminal behavior is decreasing.

A number of factors have been proposed to ex-
plain the peak in prevalence of these deviant behav-
1ors during adolescence. For example, the relative
inability of adolescents to engage in productive em-
ployment might explain an ir.crease ir; . iminal activ-
itv (Greenberg 1985). However, t.')s explar.nion
does not the increased usc of relatively cheap
drugs such as alcohol. anations that focus on
the relaxation of parental control and the comespond-
ing increase in peer group relationships have been
most prominent (Farrington 1986). For example,
Elliott, Huizinga & A gzeton (1985%) found that hav-
ing friends who eugaged in delinquency was the
most important predictor of delinquency. After age
20, social control again may be reasserted through
increases in other social ties such as marriage and
job responsibilies (West & Farrington 1977; West
a somewhat simi-
lar explanation in which positive reinforcement for
behavior shifts from parents to peers during adoles-
cence, causing the adolescem to engage in more de-
viant behaviors.

It is important to note that these explanations
generally do not make specific predictions differenti-
ating between delinquency and AOD use. Both
forms of deviant behavior fit equally well into the
h esized model. As seen in the studies re-

wed above, there is a consistent sir.ilarity in ge
patterns of prevalence of these differ nt behaviors.
Both AOD use and delinquency increase rapidly un-
til mid- to late-adolescence, res ch their peak preva-
lence, and then decrease after that. The difference in
the pattems of the two sets of behaviors _s that AOD
use appears to decrease after age 20 at a slower
than does crimninal behavior. than this differ-
ence, there 2 be substantial similarity in the
prevalence of these two deviant behaviors across the
age span represented by these studies.

Latent Factor Analyses. Finally, four impor-
tant studies have specifically tried to assess statisti-
cally the ce of a latent factor of deviance un-
derlying delinquency and AOD use using so-
phisticated analytic techniques to assess the strength
of models that h the of the latent
deviance factor. studies provide cstimates of
the relative contribution of a common deviance fac-
mrmofﬁdﬂcmmmm types of deviant
behavior. have come to similar conclusions.

Two of these studies, Donovan and Jessor
(1985*) and Donovan, Jessor & Costa (1988), are
replications of a four-year lor._itudinal study by
Jessor and Jessor (1977) of over 400 randomly-se-

lected secondary school students (beginning in
grades 7, 8, and 9), male and female. By the end of
3
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the study, in 1972, the students were in grades 10,
11, and 12, A random ¢ of male and female
college freshman were also followed for four years.
Fa8: Quckionsaie th repuesi i i 8,30-
m on a wide range moml and personal-
ity issues. Included were issues related to drug use,
sexual behavior, alcohol use, protest behavior, and a
compocite measure of general deviance, which in-
cluded behaviors such as aggression, stealing, and
lying. The Jessors concluded that their data sup-
ported the conceptofa ® " which inchided
positively correlated deviant behaviors such as
drinking, marijuana use, delinquency, and carly
sexual behavior. All of the deviant Ofs were
ncgatively correlated with measures of conformity
and conventional behavior. They concluded that the
msitive correlations between all of the deviant be-

viors were the resuit of an underlying "deviance
syndrome,” which influenced all of the deviant be-
haviors and the variable of unconventionality in
adolescence.

Donovan and Jessor (1985*) reanalyzed the
lessor and Jessor (1977) data using factor analytic
techniques to reach more conclusive findings regard-
ing the presence of a single latent deviance factor
underlying the positive association of dﬂnTm Y.
AOD use, znd other deviant behaviors. Resul's
showed that a single common factor accounted for
between 23% and 44% of the variance of the deviant
behaviors, In less technical terms, the percentage of
variance reflects the extent to which the reported
levels of a deviant behavior seemed to rise or fal to-
gether. That is, high levels of one deviant behavior
in one individual tended 1o be associated with high
levels of other deviant behaviors, ing that
ﬁmywmlinkedtoamman,undedyhgdﬂim
variame.( All of the d;viam behaviors, wiith one ex-
ceptica (frequency of sexual experience in the col-
lege male sample), were significantly related to the
common latent factor.

Doncvan, Jessor & Costa (1988) replicated the
Donovar: aud Jessor (1985*) findings with a new
sample of 1,588 studenis in grades 7-12 using
essentially the same outcome measures as before.
Again, a common latent factor was found that ac-
counted for a large proportion of the variance for all
of the measures of deviant behavior: 48% of th
variance among males and 37% females.

Osgood, Jshnston et al. (1988¢) also attempted
to examine the fit between observed correlations of
deviant behaviors with several models h i
a common, lateit deviance factor. This was a longi-
tudinal study m?anmﬁg three waves of data from
ages 18 to 22, Consistent with the research of
j:ssor and Donovan, a base’ine version of the model
showed that within each wave of data collection a
substantial amount of the variance of the deviaat be-
haviors could be accounted for by the single latent
factor. This finding means that frequency with
which the study participants reported themselves as
engaging in the separate deviant behaviors seemed to

covary, suggesting that the prevulence of the deviant
behaviors were linked to the level of an underlying
deviance trait.

In a more ex model, the percentage of
vaniance of the deviant variables that could be at-
tributed 0 a single general latem deviance facior and
the percentage of variance associated with factors
specific to each deviavit behavior were calculated for
cach wave of data. Both the genera) and the specific
factors accounted for significant of the vari-
ance of the deviant behaviors. In other words, the
amount of deviant behavior seemed to depend mot
only on a latent deviance variable but also on
vanabies that were unique and specific to each of the
deviant variables. Alsc, the amount of variance ac-
counted for by the general factor varied across de-
viant behaviors, and it ever, varied within the deviant
behaviors across time. This information is presented
in Table 2.

For cxample, criminal behavior was primarily
accounted for by the general factor at Time 1 of the
study, but the rclative pe of variance that
was accounted for by the general facior (as mea-
sured by the percentage of various accounted for by
the general factor) decreased the study.
Heavy alcohol use was anothber variable that saw a
relative reduction in the importance of the gencral
deviance variable. The other deviant variables re-
mained stable over the course of the study in tenmns
of the importance of the general factor. However,
they appeared 1w be more heavily influenced by
specific factors unique to the particular deviant be-
havior,

The Osgood, Johnston et al. (1988%) analysis
confirms the impcrtance of a general factor of de-
viance ynderlying the presence of much deviant be-
havior in adolescence. However, the common de-
viance factor accounted for only a quarter of the
variance for some behaviors. This suggests that the
relative influence of the general deviance factor may
vary for specific problem behavicrs and within a
problem behavior at specific times in life.
Nevertheless, the presence of a general factur of
deviance is strongly confirmed.

Newco;n;g gld Bentler (I%ﬂfg conducted a nine}
year longi survey on the consequences o
adolescent drug use, including criminality. The
sample consisted of 654 subjects out of an original
sample 1,634 vouths in Los Angeles County which
were originally surveyed in junior high in 1976.
Teenage drug use changed dispositions and tenden-

cies toward criminal behavior. Drug use increased
stealing, involvement with drug-related crimes (e.g.,
driving under the influence, selling and drug

possession), assault, and other confrontational acts.
Although early drug use signiﬁcanﬂ%raffected the
frequency of arrests and convictions drug crime
immlvemem.itdidnmgemmmcmaposiﬁvedim
tion to other types of crime. Furthermore, drug
users were involved in fewer violent crimes (eg.,
vandalism, carrying a deadly weapon). This sug-
gests that drug use may become less associated with
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general deviancy (as reflected in all typec of criminal
activities) over time,

Summary. These four separate sources of evi-
dence pm\ride strong support for a common
underlysng factor in the etiology of delinquency and
AOD gbuse. This factor, as a general
deviance syndrome (Jessor & Jessor 1977) or latent
deviance factor (Donovan & Jessor 1985*), appears
to consistently underliec AOD use and delinquent be-
havior, as well as other forms of deviant behavior,
and to account for roughly 25%-75% of the variance
of a range of deviant behaviors. However, the
above evidence also suggests that specific factors,
1 mmgﬂm&ﬁ t:mf hnseispeu{ix‘ib

uence delinguency AQD use, ific
factors may include some of the risk factors that
were not equally for both delinquents
and adolescent AOD uscrs. The age-prevalence
curves for both behaviors, while quite stmilar until
about age 18, do diverge afier that age, suggesting
differing influences on these behaviors.
Furthermore, Osgood, Johnston et al. (1988%)
found that the common deviance factor accounted
for as little as one-fourth of the variance for some of
the deviant behaviors.

(herefore, the most plausible model for the re-
lationship between delinquency and ACD use is a
general latent factor of deviance cing much of
the deviant behavior, with specific factors each in-
fluencing AOD use and delinquency at different
points in adolescence. This mixed model represents
the best fit with the empirical data and is consistent
with theoretical perspectives on deviance in adoles-
cence (cf. Elliott, Huizinga & Ageton 1985%).

Causality

There are plausible models that can be devel-
oped to support two alternative hypotheses: that
AOD use causes criminal behavior, or that criminal
behavior causes AOD use. For example, AGD use
mmdbehymmmmsemincmincﬁmi-
nal activity the addiction to illicit drugs cre-
ates a need for increased income, which in tum in-
duces the addict to commit economically profitable
crimes such as burglary. This is often called the
“economic necessity” hypothesis (Kraus 1981;
McCord 1981). It could also be hypothesized that
increased involvement in criminal activities leads 'n
participation in, and identification with, a criminal
subculture. This, in turn, increases exposure to role
models with extensive use of alcohol and/or iliicit
drugs. This exposure could lead to increased AOD
ase (Krohn, Lunza-Kaduce & Akers 1084; Elliott,
Huizinga & Age.on 1985*).

Several studies have attempted to asses this
causal relationship. Mﬁ these, Clayton (1981)
conducted a secondary ysis of data from over
3,000 adolescents using three criteria of causality.
The data indicated that minor delinquency was
marginally antecedent to alcchol/marijuana use,
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which in tum was antecedent to hard drug use and
serious delinquency.

In one of the few studies in the field specifically
examining ethnic differences, Dawkins and Dawkins
(1983*) found that alcohol drink’ng had a significant
effect on minor deli y (such as status of-
fenses) for all adolescents. However, for serious
crimes, drinking was y associated with seri-
ous delinquency for Blacks and Whites, but not for
Hispanics, suggesting the influence of cultural fac-
tors. Only for Blacks was drinking the most impor-
tant single predictor of dclinguency in general.

Despite well-developed hypotheses, it has
proven impossible to determine the causal relation-
ship between adolescent AOD use (or adult AOD
use, for that matter) and criminal activity (Watters,
Reinarman &Fagan 1985*), There are several rea-
sons for this. First, mosi of the rescarch atlempting
to demonstrate a causzal relationship has been corre-
lational and cross-sectional (e.g., Kraus 1981,
Ciayton 1981; Hellin 1983; Farrow & French
1986*; Frost Reed & May 1984*). The methodol-
ogy of these studies, while informative about the
general relationship among the variables, is unable
to unambiguously assess causality.

Second, it is very difficult to define precisely the
onset or cessation of a criminal lifestyle, of alcohol
abuse, or of illicit drug abuse (Hundleby 1987¢).
When i criminal behavior, should onset be
defined as the first officially recorded criminal of-
fense or the first self-reported ofiense? Should sta-
tus offenses be inc or not? Official records are
not reliable indices of criminal activity (Lipsey
1983), and so will provide only ag:m indication of
the onset of criminal behavior. Going further, the
onset of criminal behavior could be defined as the
first time a juvenile commits an offense such as
shoplifting, minor vandalism, or malicious mischief.
These events are likely to occur at a yourg age and
will likely be undocumented; nevertheless, they
could reasonably be considered criminal activity.
Just as important, if onset of criminal activity is de-
fined by very early deviant activity, this is likely to
precede the onset of illicit drug use. Conversely,
initiation of alcohol use is likely to precede the first
recorded court adjudication. In these examples, the
causal connection between deli behavior and
AOD use is confounded b{ethe level of deviance of
the two variables. If the behaviors are of unequal
levels of social deviance, however that is measured
or cefined, the temporal relationship of the variables
is ulikely to be very informative about their causal
relazionghip,

A third difficulty arises when AOD use is pre-
sumed to be a cause of delinquency. There are at
least two distinct meanings to the statement that
AOD use "causes” crime. The most limited meaning
is that the physiological effects of the chemical ac-
tually uce a8 criminal event that would not
otherwise occur. For example, the use of alcohol,
marijuana, or other illicit drugs immediately prior to
commission of a criminal offense has been studied
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several times to determine if any panticular drug is
related to specific forms of criminal abuse
(Tinklenberg, Murphy et al. 1974, 1981) . In this
senseofmemm.ﬂwcausalmlaﬁonslﬁpisgre-
sumed to stem from the physiological impact of the
chemical (e.g., causing a reduction of inhibitions).
Another implied by “cause” is that the
individual who is chronically engaged in AOD use
may have a greater propensity to engage in criminal
activity, but not necessarily because of the direct
physiological action of the chemical. This is the
meaning most frequently used in the literature
(Sunoﬁs‘ & Kasham 1980; Kraus 1981; Frost Reed
& my 1984%; ;m;ow & mﬂmltggﬁi’és l;:;d ex-
ample, it might be hypothesized that ad w
increase their income to purchase more heroin, or
that involvement in an AOD-using subculture ex-
poses the individual to more deviant role models.
An even more insidious problem occurs with the
longitudinal litersture because of the time lag be-
tween data gathering waves. The shortest time be-
tween data gathering is usually one to two years, but
often it is longer. During a year's time, an adoles-
cent could become involved with criminal peers,
leading to greater AOD use; or the adolescent could
become involved with peers with heavy AOD in-
volvement, leading to increased criminal activity. In
cither case, because these events take place within a
year’s time span, the events will appear to have been
initiated simultancously, and establishing causality

will not be possible.
In short, there are substantial, insolu-
ble, methodological problems involved in any at-

tempt to accurately assess the causal relationship be-
tween delinquency and AOD use. To date, these
problems have not been overcome, and it is unli'cely,
without the expenditure of enormous research effort,
that this relationship will ever be successfully
disentangled with current methodological technol-
ogy. Most research iltt:iicamgi tt;::lg serious delin-
quency generally precedes illicit use, but it is
impossible to say whether delinquency and AOD use
can be regarded as causes of the cther.
Interestingly, although Farrow aind French (1986%)
could not establish a causal cormection between drug
use and delinquency, the incarcerated delinquents
that they studied perceived a strong relationship:
39% said that drug use caused their criminality.
They suggest that mere attention be devoted to the
reasons for this perception.

Youth Gangs

Related to the subject of delinquency and drug
use is the involvement of gang members in AOD
abuse, drug dealing, and other criminal behavior,
especially violence. The definition of a gang varies
greatly, but Fagan (1989*) identifies it as a group of
adolescents who are perceived by others as a distinct
aggregate, recognize themselves as a denotable
group, and have developed a negative response from

the neighborhood and/or law enforcement because
of illegal incidents. By whatever definition, in

perception and media accounts it appears ax-
iomatic that gang members are heavily and increas-
ingly involved in all these deviant behaviors ir large
part due to drug abuse and trafficking. Community
concemns over such gang activities have escalated
and, as a result, so have gang reduction activities.
Reflecting these concems, two national conferences
on drugs and youth gangs were recently held in Los
Angeles to highlight the problem.Z Last year,
“alifornia issued a state task force report on gangs
and drugs (Califomnia 1989).

However, most of the evidence cited is anecdo-
tal, and like the delinguency-drug connection, there
are many unanswered questions about the youth
gang membership, crime, and drug use and
tmﬂgcking. Furthermore, the research that does
exist indicates that many ar perceptions both

and overly simplify a complex problem.

There is no doubt that gang mem ip and il-
legal youth activity have been increasing
rapidly, both in cities with a histumgmg prob-
lems and in cities without such a ry. InLos
Angeles, the number of gangs and the r'mber of
gang-related homicides increased an estis a1 »d 71%
between 198§ and 1988 (Bryant 1989). T . Iethal-
ity of youth violence in the United States is now
unprecedented: in 1986, 48% of those amvested for
violent crime were under age 25. Homicide is now
gzesemndlmdmgcmseo death for those age 15-

The rise in gang membership itself is recognized
as related to several broad sociocultural and eco-
nomic factors. These include the disintegration of
the family, which has enhanced the appeal of the
gang as an altemative ns and a sense of
security in life, and the declining employment
opportunities for youth in the inner-cities.

Much of the gang-related violence that has oc-
curred has been attributed to the influence of drugs,
especially crack, along with access to powerful, so-
phisticated weapons. As Temence Donahue, Acting
Administrator of the U.S. Office of Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP), has stressed:
"The escalation of youth gang violence has left many
communities virtally unprepared to provide an ade-
quate response 10 a growing national dilemma.
Much of this violence is drug-related, spurmed on by
the illegal, yet enormous, profits drug dealers eam.
The fierce circie of drugs, profiic, and violence
threatens the freedom and public safety of citizens
from coasi 0 coast” (| inB?ram!QSQ).

In Fagan's (1989*) survey of male gang mem-
bers in Chicago, Los Angeles, and San Diego, drug
usc prevalence rates were higher than for other in-
ner-city adolescents, and the majority of gang mem-
bers reported en g in some of criminal ac-
tivity; half (51%) reported drug .

The ease with which crack can be produced and
marketed, the tremendous profits that can be eamed,
and its high addiction liability have had a profound
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Second, the program will have 10 be des.gned to
provide multiple services that will respond to the
particular constellation of risk factors that an adoles-
cent brings tomegmgmm. The adolescents, par-
ticularly those with the most severe problems, are
hﬁmh&vemeralﬁsk&cmmgingﬁm
family dysfunction to poor academic to
a lack of conventional attitudes beliefs. It is
iikely that the particular mix of risk factors and the
relative importance of each in the adolescent back -
ground will vary from program client to program
client. As Dembo, Derke et al. ((986/7*) observe,
mdtmingboﬂldnlgma?dmﬁmwdcﬁmac-
tivity requires a range of comprehensive ces
that address the various personal problems of juve-
nile offenders, in addition to their drug use.

These considerations are already being applied
to new and innovative around the country
(cf. Catalano, Wells et al., in press; Haggerty, Wells
et al. 1989%). It is worth noting that in a recent
meta-analysis of the juvenile treatment
literature, Lipsey (1990) found that one of the most
effective treatment modalities for delinquency was
multi-modal programs. These were programs that
pmvidedamngeofsewioesmrgﬂedmwmkwithg
variety of problem arcas and needs of the juvenile.
Similar conclusi.ns have been reached in the
substance abuse literatare (Austin 1988).

The commonalities in risk factors add impor-
tance to expanding our drug prevention efforts as a
means to helg prevent delinquency as well.
Weisheit (1984*) observes that pnmary prevention
of delinquency has rarely been attempted because of
numerous im ion problems. However, be-
cause the risk factors for deli are so similar
to those of drug abuse, the current generstion of
comprehensive drug prevention strategies may pro-
vide a means to circumvent or minimize these prob-
lems and accomplish a reduction in both drug use
and deli . In order 10 determine if this is the
ey o i o
grams not only on of drug-using vior
but criminal behavior as well.

White, Pandino, and LaGrange (1987%), on the
ottier hand, voice concems about combining delin-
quents and substance abusers in integrated inierven-
tion programs. They stress that the differences be-
tween the nondelinquent serious substance abusers
and serious delinquents who are not substance
abusers warrant attention to individualizing treatment
to these populations. They wam that, given the
significant influence of peers on these behaviors,
combining both groups in a singlc intervention
gram "may further socialization into alter-
native forms of deviance.”

Conversely, Elliott, Huizinga, and Ageton
(1985*) stress the importance of exposing
delinquent youth and those at risk to prosocial,
conventional peers. A Teen “ourt program
incorporating positive peer pressure and parental
involvement appears to have had a positive effect on
both teen crime and drug abuse (Rothstein 1987).
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In other recommenrdations, Farrow and French
(1986*), among others, especially emphasize the
importance of involving parents in prevention and
family management skills, and thus increases the

tective factor of family bonding, and to reduce

influznce of family modeling on both behaviors
(sce alsc Hawkins, Jenson et al. 1988%).

Brzukmann, Bedlingtop et al. (1985*) found

that a Teaching-Family model of residential treat-

ment for y had an immediate significant
impact on AOD use. At the same time, they did not
firud a long-term effect because of the lack

of afiercare. The need for aftercare services for the
delinquent substance abuser is stressed by
Haggerty, Wells et al. (1989*) and Catalano, Wells
et al. (in press).

Elliott, Huizinga, and A (1985*) also ar-
gue that targeting at-risk is more efficient and
cost-effective than broad-based programs for those
at low risk of engaging in cither deli ordnug
use. This, of course, raises the problem of develop-
ing effective assessment or identification instru-
ments, & mblemwhichhasalyettoheawqcmely
ad What is essential is that we leam to
identify those youth most at risk of both behaviors
and intervene early to reduce the underlying risk fac-
tors. Summarizing their review of the literature on

i and AOD use risk factors, Hawkins,
Jenson et al. (1988%) observed that early interven-
tion programs should seek to reduce conduct disor-
ders and antisocial behavior, correct poor family-
management practicesmt school failure,
counter family and peer i s, and promote the
development of social skills (see also Dembo, Derke
et al, 1986/7%).

These data aiso suggest that delinquency deten-
tion and treatment programs may provide an impor-
tant means for accomplishing a reduction in client
AOD use (Dembo, Derke et al. 1986/7%). Indeed,
Inciardi and Pottieger (1990%) recommend that,
given the attractiveness of crack and crack dealing 1o
at-risk youth, compulsory intervention through the
court sysiem is essential.

Just as important as these general considera-
tions, the findings reported in review have sig-
nificant impcrtance for specific features of program
operations or services. For example, age differ-
ences were found both in the prevalence of c
deviant behaviors and in the relative contributions of
the general deviance factor as oprosed to specific
iactors (e.g., Kandel, Simcha-F & Davies
1986*; Osgood, Johnston ¢t al. 1988*). From this
perspective, a program might want to tailor its ser-
vices so that they are congruent with expected age
trends. Given that a program is serving clients in
lmmkm.itmélnbe advantageous to con-
centrate intervention or prevention services on the
persistent heavy use of alcohol that is prevalent at
that age. Since this behavior is more persistent than
criminal activity, program efforis with chronic alco-
hol use may be more appropriate.
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Drawing again from the Osgood, Johnston et al.
(1988*) findings, it is also important to recognize
that a deviance factor is more rtant for
mmsv?f&ﬁmsmmxﬁﬂgmm '

activity atage 1 ¥
a general deviance factor, wmledangemsdnvingxs
only minimally related to a general deviance factor.
Tailoring program activities to best address the rela-
tive mix of general and specific causes of the deviant
behavior seems logical.

Regarding the problem of youth gangs, at the
recent OJIDP gang conference it was stressed th. -
the first step of any antigang strategy is 1o overcony
community denial that gangs exist. Furthermore, ak
components of the community must work together
in a coordinated effort. Entire systems, not just law
& pmgeulsltﬁve oo in*:imead;r

com manner,

ention efforts to youth from ever F
volved in the world o Among the critical
school identified were: (1) establishment
of clear expectations about acceptable behavior; (2)
maintenance of visible staff on campus to create a

sense of safety and to send a message to mem-
bers that they do not contiol the ; and (3)
parent involvement (Bryant 1989).

‘The California State Task Force on Gangs and
codss prohibi the displaying of gang "colors.”
es t aying of gang "colors
Morales (1990) recommends, kowever, that stu-
dents not be forbidden from wearing certain types of
clothing, since will find some other way to ex-
their gang affiliation or to imitate gang behav-
tor. However, schools should severely punish
those who bring weapons or drugs to school,
whether gang members or not.
The gang pmbm especially highlights the need
for expanding drug prevention efforts to include so-

cioeconomic
(1990) observes that when there is little eommumty
control and support and where jobs are scarce, most
socialization occurs within gangs and few members
have the opportunity to "mature out” of the gang.
The California State Task Force (1989) also stresses
that the drugs-gang cconection will not be broken
until viable job opportunities are available. Also,
mcgkﬁrgomen an mpansxon of aﬁe;;)pcalschool
we , and summer ; programs to to
older adoluscents to provide a safe altemative to
gangs. Reinforcing this recommendation is Tobler's
(1986) conclusion in a meta-analysis of prevention
programs that altemative programs were the most
effective modality for at-risk youth, apparend
because they provided them with a sense of self-
worth and control over their lives,

This is a time of rapid progress in this field.
The eticlogy of a broad range of deviant behaviors is
becoming clear. A rapid reassessment of the suc-
cess of social-science-based prevention and inter-
vention ies is underway. Particularly in light
of the pessimism that was expn:ssed just 185 years
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ago (Lipton, Martinson & Wilks 1975), this change
is all the more refreshing.

IThe actual form of the age-prevalence curves
depends on several factors. These include the
pamcular form of the measurement variable (e.g.,
initiation vs. frequency of use) and the seriousness
of the delinquent behavior being measured (¢.g.,
mﬁlhﬁgg vs. assault). There would be little
likeli of finding a similarity in the prevalence
across different ages for petty vandalism and heroin
ise.

27The first conference, sponsored by the U.S. Office
of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention,
brought together representatives from 19
metropolitan cities where youth gangs are an

eme. problem. The
summarized in Bryant (1989). The seoond
conference, sponsored by the California School of

Professional Psychology at Los Angeles and the
U.S. Office of Substance Abuse Prevention, was a
National Conference on Substance Abuse and Gang
Violence, held March 30-31, 1990,

3These programs averaged about & .25 standard

deviation advantage of the treatment group over the
control group.
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Table 1. Selected Studies Demonstrating Risk Factors Associated with
Adolescent Delinquency and AQD Use

Family Management Practices

Relinquency
Farrington 1986
Loeber & Dishion 1983
McCord 1979

Robins 1978

Family Conflict

Baumend 1983

Farrington 1985

Kovach & Glickman 1986
McCond §&9?9 o8
Penning & Bames 1
Robbins 1980

Parent and Sibling Modeling

Delinguency

Blumstein et al., 1985
Fzrington 1986

Langner et al. 1983

Loeber & Dishion 1983
McCord 1979

Robins 1979

West & Farrington 1973 1977

Family social deprivation

Delinguency

Blumstein et al.,, 198§
Farrington 1985
Simcha-Fagan & Gersten 1986
Therberry & Farnworth 1982
Van Dusenet al. 1983

Ecorly Antisocial Behavior

Delincuency
Farrington 1985 1986
Loeber & Dishion 1983
Patterson 1982

AOD Use

Adler & Lutecks 1973

Jessor & Jessor 1977

Kandel, Simcha-Fagan & Davies 1986
Nomm-fgbgeisen et glé21984

Penning & Bames 1

Simcha-Fagan & Gersten 1986

AQD Use

Baumrind 1983

Kovach & Glickinan 1986
Penning & Bames 1982
Robins 1980

Simcha-Fagan & Cersten 1986

AOD Use

Ahmed et al. 1984

Johnson et al., 1984
Kandel et al,, 1978

Kandel 1982

Lawrence & Vellerman 1974
Rachal et al., 1982

Thome & DeBlaissie 1988

A0D Use

Blumstein et al., 1985
Farrington 1985
Simcha-Fagan & Gersten 1986

A0D Use

Johnston et al. 1978

Kandel 1978

Kandel, Simcha-F & Davies 1986
Kellam & Brown 1982

Simcha-Fagan & Gersten 1986
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Table 1. Selected Studies Demonstrating Risk Factors Associated with
Adolescent Delinquency and AOD Use (Cent.)

School Failure

Farrington 1986
Figueria-McDonough 1985
Hawkins & Lishner 1987
Johnson 1979

Kovach & Glickman 1986
Loeber & Dishion 1983
Spivack 1983

White et al. 1987

School Bonding

Delinguency
Catalano et al. 1985
Elliott & Voss 1974
Hindelang 1973
Hirschi 1969

Kelly & Baich 1971
Kleinman et al. 1986
Lawrence 1985

Peer Factors

D

Akers 1977

Elliott, Huizinga & Ageton 1985
Hirschi 1969

Kleinman et al. 1986

Loeber & Dishion 1983

Vhite et al. 1987

Attitudes and Beliefs

Qelinguency
Akerset al,, 1979
Catalano et al., 1985
Hirschi 1969
Hindelang 1973
Hundieby 1987
Jessor & Jessor 1978
Kandel 1982

Kandel et al. 1978

AOD Use

Anhalt & Kiein 1976
Holmberg 1985
Hundleby 1986
Jessor 1976

Jessor & Jessor 1977
Johnston 1973
Kandel et al. 1978
Kovach & Glickman 1986
Robins 1980

White et al. 1987

A0D Use

Annis & Watson 1975
Friedman 1983
Johnston et al., 1985
Kandel 1982

Kim 1979

Kleinman et al. 1986

40D Use

Clayton & Ritter 1985

Elliott, Huizinga & Ageton 1985
Jessor & Jessor 1978
Jessoret al.,, 1980

Kandel 1978, 1982, 1085
Kandel & Adler 1982
Kleinman et al. 1986
Norem-Hebeisen et a1, 1984
O'Donnell & Clayton 1979
White et al. 1987

AQD Use
Akessetal., 1979
Catalano et al.,, 1985
Hirs:hi 1969
Hindelang 1973
Hundieby 1987
Jessor & Jessor . V78
Kandel 1982

Kandel etal., 1978
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Table 1. Selected Studies Demonstrating Risk Factors Associated with
Adolescent Delinquency and AOD Use (Cont.)

Community Integration

Qdm_e#m

Kobrin & Schuerman 1981 {None]
Murray 1983

Sampson et al., 1981

Schlossman et al., 1984

Wilson & Hermstein 1985

Mobility

Dejinguency 40D Use

Farnworth 1984 Catalano et al.,, 1985
Farringtoi & West 1981

Felneret al.. 1981

Personality

Delinguency A0D Use

Bamum 1985 Ahmed et al. 1984
Fenwick 1988 Gottfredson 1981
Karoly 1¢75 Penning & Bames 1982
Mednick et al. 1981 Satinder & Black 1984
Olweus 1979 Spotts & Shontz 1984
Peterson et al. 1982

Rutter & Giller 1983

Thome 1971

Weiss 1983

White et al., 1985

Wilson & Hermstein 1985
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Table 2. The Relative Contributiors of a General Deviance Factor and
Specific Factors in the Prediction of Five Types of Deviant Behavior (taken
from Osgood et al. 1988%)

Deviant Behavi
Criminal Behavior

Heavy Alcohol Use

Marijuanc Use

Other Hllicit Drug Use

Dangerous Driving

Time 1
Time 2
Time3

Timel
Time 2
Time 3

Time 1
Time 2
Time 3

Time 1
Time 2
Time 3

Time 1
Time 2
Time 3

Pct. of Reliable Variance
Measure's General Specific
Reliability Eactor Eactors
70 74% 26%
55% 45%
50% 50%
.70 45% 55%
38% 62%
31% 69%
90 36% 64%
35% 65%
35% 65%
76 38% 62%
43% 57%
46% 54%
49 27% 73%
32% 68%
29% M%

15
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ABSTRACTS

BECK, ALLEN J.; KLINE, SUSAN A,; AND
GREENFELD, LAWRENCE A. 1988. Survey
of Youth in Custody, 1787. Bureau of Justice
Statistics Specia! Report, NJC-11336S.
Vs ashington, D.C.: Bureau of Justice Statis-
tics, U.S. Department of Justice. 6 refs.

In this survey conducted by the Bureau of the
Census for the Bureau of Justice Statistics in 1987,
interviews were conducted with juveniles and
young adults (n=2,621) in 50 long-term, state-op-
erated juvenile facilitiss in 26 states. The interview
covcred criminal history, family situatior, peer-

activities, and drug and alcob*‘ use. The
%w from which the sample was selected
made up onl; about 4% of the total number of
youth an.ually by the juvenile justice sys-
tem. Results are reported here oaly for those re-
less than 18 years old and for questions

related to drug and alcohol use.

Drug Offenses. Of the juveniles incarcerated in
state-0 facilities in 1987, 5.6% were being
held for a drug offense. Regardiess of the of
crime for which the juveniles were currently
held, 22.1% had previously been sentenced to pm-
bation or incarceration for drug offenses. Of those
serving time for drug offenses, 60.8% had previ-
cqﬁil&gemmpmbaﬁmmincmmdfma drug
) .

Alcohol Use. Use of alcohol on a regular basis

(at least once a week in the year prior to admission)
was reported by 55.4% of the guvemles, 31.9%
were under the influence of 1 at the time of
their current offense,

Drug Use. Just over 80% reported using any
illicit drug at some time in their life; 35.7% used
some drug regularly (at least once a week for at
least a month); and 59.1% were under the influence
of an illicit at the time of the curient offense.
Regular use of specific drugs were as follows:
marijuana/hashish 5§6.6%; cocaine 19.6%; am-

ines 15.6%; LSD 11.5%; barbiturates 9.3%;
PCP 6.4%; quaaludes 3.1%; and heroin 4.5%. At
the time of committing their current offense, 31.7%
were under the influence of marijuana; 12.9%, co-
caine; 7.3%, LSD; 6.4%, amphetamines; 3.4%,
PCP; 2.9%, heroin; 2.8%, barbiturates; and 0.9%,

quaaludes.
Iniilation. Use of any drug began at less than
10 years old for 19.7% of the iles, with the

most common time for be g drug use being
between age 12 and 13 (33.9%). While 10.5% be-
gan using drugs reguiarly before age 10, most be-

gan regular use between the ages of 12 and 13
(37.4%).

Use at Time of Crime. Nearly half (47.6%)
of the juveniles were under the influence of either
illicit drugs or aicohol at the time of committing
their current offense. The largest percent.ge o

offenders who were under the influence were drug
offenders (59.3%). The largest percentage of
offenders who were under the influence of illicit
drugs (only) at the time of the curreny offense were
those being held for drug possession (36.0%).
Being under the influence of alcohol at the timne of
the current offense was most commonly reported
?{7 t;:(gse who were serving time for murder

BLANE, HOWARD T. 1982-1983. Probiem
drinking in delinquent and nondelinquent ado-
lescent males. American Journal of Drug and
Alcohol Abuse 9(2):221-232. 14 refs.
&mz;temymm differs qualitatively fro ﬂrnblem
tatively from
drinking among nondelinquent youth, a seif-report
?ucsdormm was a8 to 49 boys (aged
3-18 years) at a detention and evaluation center in
a northeastem city. A control group of 100 drawn
from a national survey matched for region, sex,
age, and racial composition with the delinquent
sample. The questionnaire asked about background
information, drinking behavior and its conse-
quences, and use of substances other than alcohol.
Problem drinking was defined as four or more re-
ported occasions of drunkenness over the previous
year and/or two or more areas of negative conse-
ences wf;:m) drinking (school, friends, driving,
ce

Prabfem Drinking. The delinquent and non-
delinquent males were significantly different in the
pe who were problem dnnkets Over two-
thirds (67.4%) of the d were problem
drinkers, compared with 39.0% of the nondelin-
quents. Further analysis of the results indicated that
delinquent problem drinkers, compared with non-
delinquent drinkers, drank more per day, drank
more often, had more negative consequences in a
greater variety of areas, and were more likely to

delinquents have more severe pmblems with
drinking than
Illicit Drug Use. Deli problem drinkers
were significantly more y to use illicit drugs in
the past six months than nondeli problem
drinkers. For instance, 96.9% of the
reported using marij in the past six months,
compared with 75.7% of the nondelinquents; the
figures for other psychotropics (LSD, am-
ines, barbiturates) were 53.1% and 20.5%,
and for hard drugs (cocaine, heroin), 43.8% and
0.0%. Among rcblem drinkers, over twice as
many delinquents as delinquents used marijuans
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(80.0% vs. 37.3%), but usc of other drugs by ei-
ther group was very low.

Correlates of Problems Drinking. Among
problem drinkers, three differences between the
fwo groups were signi . with non-

inquents, d ts: (1) had a lower mean
grade level (9.8 vs, 10.6); (2) were less likely to be
living with both parents (40.9% vs. 87.2%); and
(3) were less likely to have been given a taste of al-
cohol by their parents (68.8% vs. 92.1%). For
em drinkers, delinquents were less likely
to have been given a taste cf alcohol by their
parents (38.5% vs. 78.8%) and they had their first
dgix;% later than nondelinquents (14.1 years vs.
12.5).

Conclusions. In with previous stud-

ies, the results indicate that problem ing is
i linquents than among n-

more severe probleras, havehi;ger levels of illicit
Ang exm
and family pathology than problem non-
problems differ liitle from i without
drinking problems. The high levels dri
delinquents suggest that delin-
quency treatment programs need to include alcohol

drug use, ence a broader range of social
ats. Delinquents who do not have

drug use among vy Ay

and drug educatio™ and prevention components,

BRAUKMANN, CURTIS J.; BEDLING-
TON, M., ET AL. 1988, Effects of commu-
nity-based group-home treatment programs
ot male juvenile offenders’ use and abuse of
drugs and alcohol. American Journal of Drug
and Alcohol Aduse 11(3/4):249-278. 48 refs.

In recent years, group homes for juvenile of -
fenders have gained in popularity as a result of the
trend towanrd deinstitutionalization. Group homes
are small residential facilities where a group of four
to ten adolescents live with program staff, who
provide various forms of support and guidance.
Little research, however, has been conducted
determine the effect of group-home treatment on al-
cohol and drug use by juvenile offenders.

This study compared eight homes in Kansas
using the Teaching-Family model with nine homes
in which the T -Family model was not used.
The Teaching-Family homes consisted of a live-in
married couple who had been certified by the
National Teaching-Family Association or who were
in inservice training. Each couple had received
training m the teaching of specific skills, self-gov-
emment, motivation, relati development, and
youth advocacy. In addition, the youths in the

up homes were matched with a friend; these
iends served as a control group. Over the course
of the study, the average daily attendance was 5.3
at the Teaching-Family homes and 6.5 in the non-
Teaching-Family homes. The average age of ihe
youths was 185,

18

Fladtngs‘ The Teaching-Family group-homes
had a significant impact on alcohol use, marijuana
griie, helping others) while 1 youths wers i

o while the youths were in
treatment. But neither the Teaching-Family nor the
comparison homes sliowed any significant
effect one year treatment. During treatment,
the Teaching-Family youths had significantly lower
drug measures and significantly higher prosocial
scores than their matched friends. One year after
treatment, only the prosocial measure was signifi -
cantly different. There were no significant differ-
ences, either during treatment or after treatment,
between the non-Teaching-Family youth and their
matched friends,

Conclusions. It that group homes,
particularly those that follow the Teaching-Family
model, can reduce drug use and encourage proso-
cizl behaviors during treatment. But long-term ef-
fects am less likely. While the results of this study
support the need for alcohod and other drug preven-
tion components in delinqu treztment pro-
grams, it also highlights the need for additional re-
search to develop programs that would have more
lown Sapervision md EULdAMCE abier (e Sroup-

wup supervision r -
home experience would appear to be necessary in
order to reinforce the improvement gained during
treatment.

CARPENTER, CHERYL; GLASSNER, B.;
JOHNSON, B. D.; AND LOUGHLIN, J..
1988. Kids, Drugs, and Crime. Lexington, MA:
Lexin Books. 223 refs.

This sizdy sought to understand how adoles-
cents define, perceive, and conduct themselves as
regards drug use and criminal activities through
lengthy interviews with young people in “Yule City”
in New York. Three samples were selected: (1) a
gxposive sampls of young people who had been

guiar dmaﬂer several mbei omm as being
re g users or as being pants
in delinquent activities (n=40); (2) a rmdﬁgmpk
of "normal” youths selected from two schools in the
community (n=40); and (3) a detained sample of
youths who were residing in the local detention fa-
cility or at group homes (n=20). These sample were
divided into three drug use categories (nonvsers,
light users, heavy users) and into three criming’ in-
volvement categories (no crime, episodic, serious).

The detailed interviews (lasting an average of
five hours) were transcribed to computer and then
coded for a wide variety of thematic topics. The re-

results consist primarily of ex from the
mterviews and case studies of several of the partici-

Findings. In comparing the three samples, it
was found that both drug use and crime was highest
in the purposive and the detained sample and lowest
in the random sample. A third of the purposive
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sample and 14% of the detained sample were heavy
users, compared with only 7% of the random sam-
pie. As regards criminal activity, 22% of the purpo-
sive sample and 20% of the detained were serious
offenders, compared with 6% of the random sample.
When the crime involvement and drug use categories
were combined, the strong association of crime and
drug use is evident: 70% of the detained sample and
55% of the purposive sample fell into the serious
crime-heavy use category, whereas only 13% of the
random fell into this categc-y. When criminal in-
volvement was exsmined in terms of levels of use, it
was found that only 2% of the nonusers had en-
gaged in serious comparer with 5% of the
light users, and 41% of the heavy users.

The interview responses oy the young people
provided a rich source of information about how
they viewed use and criminal behavior by
themselves and Much of what the youth had
to say provides a different perspective on the rela-

tionship between drug use and deli y than
what is found in the literature on the su The au-
ﬂmmﬂnmﬁnmﬁiﬁ be:

« Seriously deli o 1
users of alcohol and other

« In explaining how alcohol and other drugs in-
fluence criminal behavior, the youths cited conven-
tional wisdom (disinhibition, addiction, economic
need, mental illness) to account for the behavior of
others, but not for themselves.

» The association between drugs and crime is
complex and assumes differing meanings depending
upon time, place, and involvement with others.

* Nearly all of the delinquent youth stated that
they did not commit property crimes in order to ¢b-
tain money to buy drugs; they mainly stole in order

to buy consumer goods ussociated with teenage
culture.

« Youths who sold drugs regularly were likely
to be the heaviest drug users.

« Delinguent youths tended to rationalize their
crimes and to minimize their risk of being caught
and of causing personal harm to their victims.

+ Fear of arrest and trial in adult court caused
many delinguent adolescents to stop o. reduce their
criminal activities.

DAWKINS, RUSSELL L., AND DAWKINS,
MARVIN P, 1983. Alcchol use and delin-
quency among Black, White, and Hispanic
adolescent ofYenders. Adolescence 18:799-
809. 24 refs.

In onder 10 better understand the relationship
between alcobol use and delinquency, a quest'~n-
naire was administered to 342 juvenile offenders
(males and females) institutionalized at a training
school in 1979. The study examined three main
m%':s: (1) the comrelation between drinking and
deli qua%emmng to the seriousness of the of-
fense; (2) the extent to which drinking is a signifi-

Substance Abuse, Delinguents, and Gangs

cant correlate of delinquency relative to other fac-
tors; and (3) the degree to which the relationship
between drinking and delinquency is affected by
ethnic factors.

Findings. For Blacks, drinking had the

strongest correlation with deli y (both minor
and serious offenses), followed by arrest 1:te, sex,
and association with criminals. same associa-

tions were found for Whites; in addition, heroin use
was negatively comrelated with minor delinquent of-
fenses. Few correlations were found for
Hispanics: dnnking was associated with minor
;ﬂsdelimem offenses, as was association with crimi-

With other variables held constant (sex,
father's occupation, amest rate, association with
criminals, associations with drug users, and heroin
delinquency lacks was only slightly reduced.
For Whites, the partial correlation between drinking
and minor offenses was slight, but substantial for
serious offenses. For Hispanics, the m
correlation between drinking and minor 0
increased. In other words, with other variables held
constant, the strong relationship between drinking
and delinquency heid up for each ethmic group,
although with somewhat different patterns.

Multipie regression analysis indicated that, with
other factors controlled, drinking had a significant
effect on minor for each ethmic group.
Only for Blacks, however, was drinking the most
important single predictor of delinquency. For
Whites, drinking is a significant net predictor of se-
rious crime, but was more important than some
factors and less important than others. For

Hispanics, drinking net predictor of

ing was a
minor offenses, but had little effect cn serious of-
fenses,

Conclusions. The results support the view that
aicohol-related crimes by sdolescents are likely to
be minor status (victimless) offenses. Drinking was
strongly associated with serious delinquency for
Blacks and Whites but niot for Hispanics, suggest-
ing the importance of cultural factors in assessing
the impact of drinking on serious . The
findings indicate that two groups should be targeted
for prevention efforts: Biacks who have an arrest
record and who drink frequently, and Whites who
have an mstoﬂgrmrd and \;fnho mr;lp\glls\reddm
drinking and drug use. In general, this study
highlights the importance of addressing the role of
alcohol use in juvenile delinquency.
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DEMBO, RICHARD; DERKE, MAX;
SCHMEIDLER, JAMES; AND WASH-
BURN, MARK. 1986-1987. Prevalence, cor-
relates and consequences of alcohol and
other drug use among youths in a juveniie de-
tention center. Journal of Prison and Jail
Health 6(2):97-127. 37 refs.

Interview information gathered in 1984 from
youths (n=1485) in a juvenile detention facility was
used 1o analyze the role of drug use in their lives,
the retationship between drug use and other prob-
lems, the different factors relating to alcohol use
and other drug use, and the adverse effects of drug
use on the lives of delinquent people, Out of
the mjtsl sample, 36 were sg%s and l(}9f
were juvenile delinquents. sample consisted 0.
52% males and 48% females, The average age was
15. The ethnic composition was 63% white, 35%
black, and 2% other. Between 21% and 28% had
been referred to the juvenile court four or more
times for status, misdemeanor, or felony offenses.
The interview schedule incluced background aad
derogarion, pychojogtcal and emotion funcon.

erogation, i emotien ion-
ing, sexual victimizaticn, physical abuse, alcohol
and other drug use, and the consequences of such
use.

Prevalence of Use. Alcohol and other drug
use in this group was high. Nearly all (90%) of the
detainees that they had used alcohol usc at
least once, compared with 65% in a national sample
of youth surveyed in 1982, Over four times as
many detention youth as youth in the national sur-
vey reported using alcohol on five or more days in
the previous 30 days (38% vs. 6%). As regards
other drug use, 41% of the youths said that they
had used marijuana 100 or more times in their lives.
Frequent use (11 or more times) was reported by
24% for cocaine, 12% each for inhalants and hallu-
cinogens, 4% for heroin, and 18% for nonmedical
use of sedatives. These fpmmn‘.nges are substan-
tially higher than those found in other surveys of
comparably aged youth. Nearly 20% of the youth
reported using four or more illicit drugs eleven or
more times.

Age of Initiation. Consistent with the results
of other surveys, alcohol was the first drug used
(mean age 11.1 years), followed by mari-
juana/hashish (11.8 years), sedatives, tranquilizers,
stimulants, analgesics, and inhalants (12.5 to 12.9
years), and hallucinogens, cocaine, and heroin
(13.4 years).

Conseguences of Use. Of the 131 detainees
who had used alcohol at least once, 62% said alcc -
hol had made them sick; 50% had been in trouble
with their families because of alcohol; 19% to 29%
experienced problems with school, friends, or po-
lice as a result of alcohol; and 25% said they had
ﬁx;l)eﬁenced four or more adverse effects from alco-
ol.

Of the 127 detainees who had used at least one
illicit drug, 5S1% had been in trouble with their fam-
ilies because of their drug use; 45% noted doing
noorly in schoo! because of it; 26% had been in
trouble with the poiice; 28% had been in trouble
with their friends; 35% had been sick because of
drag use; and 33% had experienced four or more
adverse effects from use.

‘The higher the involvement in alcohol use or il-
licit drug use, the greater the number of adverse
consequences associated with use, The conse-

of alcohol and drug use were more serious
males than for females.

Correlates of Use. Four variables were found
to be significant predictors of alcohol use: ethnicity
(white), (be an a?eﬁs)ocial value/behavior orien-
tation, age older), and having a higher num-
ber of referrals to juvenile court for felony
Six variables were found to be significant

dictors of illicit drug use: ethnicity (white),

ving a higher number of referrais to juvenile
court for felony charges and for status offenses,
having higher levels of self-derogaiion, and having
been sexually victimized and physically abused.

Conclusions. The results show that the sub-
stance use of these youths in a detention facility
was part of a larger pattern of interrelated problems.
Reducing both drug use and continued criminal ac-
tivity requires a range of comprehensive services
that address the various personal of juve-
nile offenders, in addition to their drug use. An
essential of such a program is identify-
ing youth at nsk for drug use and criminal
activity as early as possible. Juvenile detention fa-
cilities would appear to be an optimal place to do
this.

DEMEO, RICHARD; DERTKE, M., ET AL.
1987. Heavy marijuana and crime use among
youths entering a juvenile detention center.
Journal of Psychoactive Drugs 19(1):47-56. 21
refs.

Previous research has found that young people
who are frequent users of drugs have crime rates
several times higher than those who do . t use
drugs or who use only alcohol. The leve! of crimi-
nal activity appears to vary directly with the level of
drug use, particularly heroin and cocaine. To fur-
ther explore the drug-crime relationship, youths
admitted to a juvenile detention center in Tampa,
Florida, in November 1985 were questioned about
their criminal history and drug use.

Interviews were completed with 77, and 66 of
these agreed to provide a urine sample for drug
analysis (the enzyme multiplied immunoassay
technique, EMIT). Most of the subjects were males
(77%) and White (71%), with an average age of
15.3 years, The majority (58%) had been placed in
the detention center on charges of burglary or other
nondrug-related felony offense. Many youth had
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had repeated contact with the juvenile court before
screening: 31% had been referred o juvenile court
‘our or more times for ncndrug-related misde-
meanors and 39% for nondrug-related felonies.

Findings. Over half of the youws (33%) who
provided a urine sample tested positive for at least
emafﬂmsevendmgrincludedinmeuﬁmlysis:
42% tested positi«e for one drug and 11% tested
positive for two drugs. These are probably conser -
vative figures since some of the ths who
submitted vi.ne samples had been in the detention
center for Jver 48 hours, which means that cocaine
and short-acting barbiturates may not have been de-
tected. was detected in the urine of all but
one of the youths who tested positive for drugs.

A p.atch between urinalysis results and self-re-
ported drug use indicated of use.
Six of the 32 youths who tested positive for
cannabis 44 not admit to recent use of marijuana or
hashish youth in the interview, and two of the four
who tested positive for cocaine did not indicare re-
cent cocaine use.

Youths who tested positive for cannabis had
twice as many referrals for nondrug-related felonies
to juvenile court as had who tested negative
for cannabis. Also, the lifetime frequency of mari--
juana or hashish use as nearly twice as high among
the cannabis-positive as the cannabic nega-
tive group. The greater the number of referrals to
juvenile court for -reiated felony offenses,
the greater the likelihood of testing positive for

Conclusions. Freque nt marijuana use among
these youths seems to be related to a commitmernt to
a lifestyle associated with a high level of involve-
ment in serious criminal behavior. The juvenile de-
tention center would appear to be a likely place to
provide intervention efforts to ideniify youths at
risk for continued drug and criminal involvement
and to provide help with their personal, social, and
family problems.

DONGVYAN, JOHN E., AND JESSOR, R.
198S. Structure of problem behavior in adoles-
cence and young adulthood. Journgl of
Consulting and Clinical Psycholegy 53(6):8%0-
904. 45 refs.

The present study had three ob,
analyze data from an earlier sampie of high school
and college-age (Jessor and Jessor 1977) o
determine whether various problem behaviors reflect
a single underlying common factor {problem syn-
drome); (2) to determine the of the single-
factor model in a different, more hetero
sample (Rachel et al. 1980); and (3) 10 determine
whether the problem syndrome could be demon-
strated in young adults (using the sample as in the
first objective). The problem behaviors examined
were illicit drug use, problem drinking, deviant be-
havior, and precocious sexual intercourse.

ives: (1) to re-
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Study 1. The data 1o test the first objective con-
sisted of a subset of data from high school students
(n=244) and college students (n=144) from
Colorado in Year 3 and Year 4 of a longitudinal
study conducted in the early 1970s. Analysis of data
from males and females in both the high school and
the college smg!eforhoth ars indicated that a
single common mrma&mmmmﬁm
the correlations among the four problem behaviors.

Study 2. The data in the second was
derived from the 1978 National Study of Ad

 for son with the sample in Study
1. only data from 11th- and 12th-g.ade studerts in
the national sample were used (n=2,652). The 1aea-
sures of problem were similar to thcse in Study 1,
exceps that about sexual behavior were not
included in the national study. Again, the results of
the analysis indicated that the factor model ac-
counted for the correlations amorg the varicus
problems behaviors.

Study 3. To test whether a problem syndrome
wouid be found in young adults in their middie to
late 20s, data were analyzed from high school and
college students from the sample in Study 1 who
com questionnaires in 1979 and 1981. A3 in
Studies 1 and 3, the various problem behaviors
could be explained by a single common factor.

Condusiors. The findings of the three studies
undertaken confirmed that the association among
adolescent problems behaviors can be accounted for
by a single common factor arv] that this same factor
is also evident in problem behaviors exhibited by

adults in their 20s. The single-factor model
was to ¢ to males and females, to differ-
ing education to differing socioeconomic and
ethnic groups, to different age cohorts, and at differ-
ent points in time. One h is to explzin these
results is that the common factor underlying prob-
lems behaviors is a dimension of vnconventionality.
The results of this study suggest that prevention
programs may be improved by their fo-
cus from specific problem behavior and devoting
attention to the problem syndrome that lays behind
such behavior.

ELLIOTT, DELMERT §.; HUIZINGA,
DAVID; AND AGETON, SUZANNE S. 198S.
Explaining Delingtiency and Drug Use. Bev-
erly Hills: Sage Publications. 187, refs.

This study provides an empirical test, using
longitudinal data, of an integrated theoretical model
to explain delinquency and drug use. The model
synthesizes and expands on three theories: (1)
strain theory (that delinquency results from
frustrated needs or wants); (2) social control theory
(that deli results from the failure o develop
intemal controls and/or from weak external
controls); and (3) social leaming theory (that
delinquency results from direct socialization to
deviance within adolescent peer groups).
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The integrated mod&fosmlmes that strain,
inadequate socialization, social disorganization
are the primary causes of weak to conven-
tional groups, activities, and norms. Weak bonding
_an%minleaﬁme yamgmplemmb%acﬁve
in delinquent peer groups. Finally, nding
to delinguent groups, combined withsm bonding

to conventional norms and results in 2 high

likelihood of involvement in , including

drug use. At the same time, panti in delin-

ent activities and drug use rei s bonds 1
ent groups

integrated model was tested using data
from the National Youth Survey, a nationw.ue
probability sample of youths interviewed in 1977,
1978, and 1979 ahoutﬂ:eheir cv?unqm %x: gif“d%l
using behavior during Ous year.
sam eonsismdofl.ﬂfe ths, with a loss rate
of 6% by the final year. model was tested
using eight predictor variables (including measures
of strain, conventicnal boading, and deviant peer
bonding) and five measures of self-reported delin-
quent behavior and drug use as dependent vari-

Findings. Multivariate analysis indicated that
the main factors tha influence both delinquency and
drug use were prior delinquency and involvement
in delinquent peer both of which oftcn pro-
vided a good estimate of the level of involvement in
delinquency and drug use. Strain and conventional
bonding showed only weak and indirect effects on
delinquency and drug use. Further analysis of the
relationship between conventional and delinquent
bonding found that young people with low bonding
to delinquent peers reported less delinquency than
would be expecied from their previous
delinquency. Young people with strong bonds to
delinquent peers were more delingur.at than those
with weak bonds, and their frequenc; of delinquent
behavior and drug use is increased to the degree
that they had low conventional bonding.

Cencmsigfn&s mmd of prevention, &h%
main finding study 1s that young people w
are involved with pro-social friends are at low risk
for delinquency and drug use, while those who are
involved with delmgm friends are at high risk.
Although the results highlight the importance of the
adolescent peer group as the context out of which
delinguency originates and is perpetuated, many
prevention and treatment pég?ams actually encour-
age thce development of delinquent peer groups.
Particularly in treatment programs, delinquent
youth associate unly with uther delinquent youth,
and they are seldom exposcd to pro-social
;n;l;ences from mn‘\;lengeunaldeg;rs. A more

uctive strategy would be to rograms in
which delinquent youth and those pal risk for
delinquency are integrated into conventional peer
groups. It is both more effective and less costly to
direct intervention efforts at delinguent peer groups
than to develop broad-based programs that astempt
to strengthen the conventional bonding or change

the beliefs and values of those young people who
are already at low risk of engaging in delinquency
or drug use,

FAGAN, JEFFREY, 1989. The social organi-
zation of drug use and drug dealing among ur-
ban gangs. Criminology 27(4):633-66%‘:; ;’eafls.
lﬂemm drug use, eal-
ing, crime, and were examined
surveys among gang members in three cities
(Chicago, Los Angeles, and San Diego) in 1984
;ggl 1985. A gang wme?m as a( “)group fof
escents or young adults are (a) generaily
perceived as a distinct by others in the
neighborhiood, (b) reco, themselves as a deno-
tuble group (almost invariably with a group name),
and (c) have been involved in a sufficient number
of {illegal] incidents to call for a consistent negative
response from neighborhood residents and/or en-
forcement agencies.” Fifty gan&l members from
each city were mﬁ;d for maf stutgly by a
"snowball" technique. were males; they ranged
in age from 13 10 20 years and were mainly from
minority groups. The results from the three citics
were reported together.
Prevalence of Use. Use of drugs at least once
%{gangmembers from 41% for heroin to
for alcahol. Of those who used drugs at least
once, frequent use (12 or more times within the
past year) ranged from 13% for hervin t0 41% for
alcohol. These prevalence rates are higher than for
adolescent populations in inner cities.
Criminal Behavior, 1}: majority o}’ gang
memixss reporied engaging in some type of crimi.
nal activity the past year, the most frequent
being extortion (68%) and felony theft (64%). Just
over half (51%) reported drug sales. The largest
percentages of frecuent criminal acts (12 or more
times in the year) were for robbery (22%),
felony the® (22%), minor theft (24%), and extor-
tion (21%); the least common acts were
felony (15%) and minor sssault (9%) and drug
sales (14%). Although violence is relatively infre-
quernt with other nonviolent behaviors, it
is still higher then among nongang adolescents.
Gang Typology. Four types of gangs were
identified. Type 1 ("social ") was involved in
few criminal activities and sales and little dru
use except for alcohol and marijuana. Type
("party gang") was involved in few nondrug crimi-
nal activities, but had a high prevalence of drug
use, drug sales, and vandalisin. Type 3 ("serious
delinquents”) included gangs with high levels of all
types of criminal behavior, but enl.y moderate in-
volvement in drug sales and "hard” drugs. Type 4
("organizations") gangs were heavily involved in
criminality, drug sales, and drug use and exhibited
a high degree of cohesion and organization.
Conclusions. Although the prevalence of drug
use, drug dealing, and criminal activity is higher
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among gang youth than among nongang youth, the
relationship among these behaviors within gangs is
complex. There are different of involve-
ment by individuals in and in the various
types of gang activities, different levels of drug use
and delinquency by gangs and by their individual
members, and different associations among various
activities. Only a small core group are responsible
for the highest rates and severity of deviant behav-
ior, including violence. While violence does occur
in relation to drug sales, it is more ofien associar~+
giith status, territorial, and other types of gang C...
ct.

FARROW, JAMES A,, AND FRENCH,
JAMES. 1987. The drug abuse-delinquency
connection revisited. Adolescence 21:951-960.
14 refs.

Popular opinion and research studics associate
substance abuse and delinquency; while it has gen-
erally been found that precedes doug
abuse, a clear causal connection has not been estab-
delinguency was Jnvemigated i a sample of 91

c ¢y was investigated in a sample o
adoleccents in a state juvenile comectional facility.
e 286 was 14.8 years. The questionnaire asked
mean age was 14.8 years.
about ba information, drug use, reasons
for use, criminal history, perceptions of drug ef-
fects, and perceptions of the connection between
Jdrug use and criminal behavior.

Drug Use. With this sample of delinquents,
81% reported having used drugs (unspecified)
during the six months prior to their incarceration.
The pe of who reported dail
use of different drugs was as follows: heroin 3.3%;
cocaine 9%; LSD 2.2%; PCP 2.2%; speed 19%:;
downers 12%; marijuana 50%; solvents 4.4%; to-
bacco 76%; and alcohol 31%. Mean age at first use
for most drugs was 11 or 12 years.

Reasons for Use. The common reasons given
forusﬁxgdmgswem&ndesﬁ:fxdmglgﬂmr)movi
come W to have seer influence, to
cool, 10 escape problems,

Parental Use and Attitudes. Neasly one-third
(32%) of the subjects said their parents were ab-
stainers, and 22% said their parents were daily
users of alcohol or other drugs. Over half (54%)
reported that their parents were apathetic or passive
mir anég!mward their child's drug uugl, 28%

icated [ parents were angry or unhappy,
but took no specific action.

D#linguency. The mean age at first arrest was
10.8 years. Sixty percent of the subjects rted
having committed more than three offenses before
they were incarcerated. Two-thirds of the crimes
for which the subjects were incarcerated were
crimes against property, one-third were crimes
against persons. A high proportion (64%)
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eoméphined at least one of their crimes with other
you

Drugs and Delinguency. With regard to the
association between drugs and crime, 35% ried
that most of their crimes were committed the
influence of drugs, while 29% said that none of
their crimes were committed while intoxicated.
Dealing in drugs was repornted by 66% of the sub-
jects; stealing drugs or alcohol, by 57%,; and steal-
ing to buy drugs or alcofiol, by 57%. When asked
their opinion about the relationship between their
drug use and their criminal behavior, 39% said that
drug use caused their delinquency, whereas 26%
said that their delinquent behavior led thzin to use

more drugs.

Conclusions. While this study did not
establish a causal connection between use and
delinquency, it did documem the im e of

drug use as one factor in a deviant lifestyle which

contributes to delinquency. Delinguents perceive a
r relationship between drug use and criminal

stronge
behavior than do researchers. The reasons for this
perception warrant further investigation.

FROST REED, BARBARA J.,, AND MAY,
PHILIP A. 1984. Inhalant abuse and juvenile
delinquency: A control study in Albuquerque,
New Mocxico. International Journsl of the Ad-
dictions 19(7):789-803. 25 refs.
The relationship between inhalant abuse and
cy was studied among mostly Hispanic
juveniles in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Inhalants
included such substances as gasoline, glue, sol-

vents, spray paints, and aerosols. The criminal of~
fenses of a of 100 juvenile delinquents who
had been for chronic inhalant abuse were

compared with the offenses committed by twn con-
trol groups: a group closely matching the experi-
mental p in age, sex, and ethnicity (Control
Group I), and a randomly chosen group of j ile
delinquents (Control Group Ii). The ts were
correlated and compared 1o similar studies.

In the experimental group and Control group 1,
the average age was 15.2 years, 84% were male,
and 91% were Hispanic. Among the inhalant
abusers, 44% lived in single-parent homes with
their mothers (compared with 37% in Conirol
Group I and 31% in Control Group II), and over
half (§7%) of these families had annual incomes
under $6,000 (compared with 40% for Control
Group I and 18% for Control Group II). One-third
of the abusers had dropped out of school
(com with 12% for Control Group I and 11%
for Control Group II), and 14% had been
suspended (compared with 3% for Control Group 1
and 3% for Control Group II).

Findings. The inhalant abusers had been ar-
rested for 754 offenses, 2.8 times more frequently
than either control group. The largest number of
offenses committed by a single inhalant abuser was
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Project ADEPT consists of two phases: prepa-
ration for into the community and support
through aftercare, During the first phase, the young
m&e in a ten-week group that stresses

setting and skill training. Seven areas are in-
cluded in skill training: consequential thinking, im-

with authority, prohiem solving, and relapse

After the youths are released from the facil-
ity, they work with a case manager for six months
to help them into their family or find
other practice skills leamed in the first

enroll in school, find a job, obtain other
needed services, find pro-social activities, and de-
vﬂopasmﬁwmkammmageram
the client particular attention on two arcas: the
client’s greatest strength (the “hook")matwinh:lp
him or her stay out of trouble, and the client's
greatest problem (the "trap) that will likely place
e mmﬁn%r vides incarcer

summary, pro -
ated juveniles with a comprehensiv
volving goal setting, skills training, and case man-
agement aftercare that seeks to address the many
faciors that place these youth at risk for further in-
volvement in drug use and criminal activity once
they reenter the community.

HUNDLEBY, JOHN D. 1987. Adolercent
drug sue in a behavioral matrix: A confirma-
tion and comparision of the sexes. Addictive
Behaviors 12:103-112. 85 refs.

In a study examining behavioral variables not
normally associated with drug use among young
ad&eseents. 1,008 boys and 1,040 giris m-
vided a questionnaire measuring a varicty o v-
iors, including tobacco, marijuana, and alcohol.
Subjects were ninth-graders with an average age of
14.5 years from 40 different schools in Ontario.

Findings. Results showed possitive correlations
between drug use and other forms of activity (sexual
behavior, deli behavior, social activities with
peers). As regards dehnﬁcy . while confirming
existing evidence of the ties between delinquent be-
havior and drug use, the results also suggest that
delinquency tends to occur prior to drug use.
However, due to the ill-defined parameters of delin-
quency and drug use, detznmination of the temporal

ip between them emains imprecise. Less
strong negative correlations with drug use were
found for scholastic achievement and religiosity.
There appeared to be no differences between the
SeXes.

Conclusions. Adolescent drug use occurs
within a matrix of of other behaviors, which must be
considered in trying to develop an adequate theory
of drug use.

Substance Abuse, Delinguents, and Gangs

HAWKINS, J. DAVID; JENSON, JEFFREY
., ET AL. 1988. Delinquency and drug
abuse: Implications for social services. So-
cial Service Review 62(2):258-284. 119 refs.
Young hg:ople who engage in regular
i vior have higher rates of drug use
than other youth. One survey found rates of use
among serious juvenile offenders to be as much as
36 times higher than among nonoffenders for
certain drugs (Elliott and Huizinga 1984). While
both drug use and delinquent behavior ends for
most in their late teens or early twenties,
for a small percentage regular drug use and chronic
criminal aciivity continues into adulthood,
accounting for a high number of property crimes
and violence. Research indicates that comzmon risk
factors increase the likelihood of both firequent drug
use and serious delinquent behavior, suggesting
couild help to reduce both drug use and
delinquency

Common Risk Factors. Research on the etiol-
ogy and comrelates of chronic delinquency and fre-
mdmgusehasidemiﬁedammmmmofﬁsk

rs; the greater the number of risk factors pre-
sent, the greater the likelihood of drug use and

i . The following factors have been iden-
tified as predictors of boih types of adolescent anti-

« Antisocial behavior in childhood;

» Drug use and criminal behavior by parents or
siblings;

« Poor and inconsistent family-management
practices;

+» A high degree of family conflict,

« Extreme social and economic deprivation;

» Academic failure and poor school adjustment;

» Low commitment to school activities and ed-
Drug anddelinqumc b

. use Yy DYy peers;

« Alienation from dominant social values;

» Community disorganization and low com-
munity attachment;

» Movement to a new school or new commu-

nity;
+ Atention-Jeficit disorders and hyperactivity;
 Various personality factors such as sensantxon
seeking, rebelliousness, risk taking, and low
verbal ability.

Prevention Programs. These risk factors,
when considered along with prevention and treat-
mert that have shown positive results,
mgg&aasﬁofa?omfor y identificaiion
and prevention of delinquency and drug abuse.
Suchgmglmxswmnd to be most cost effec-
tive if they targeted children known to be at high
risk for delinquency and drug use early in their de-
velopment and if they addressed children known to
have risk factors for these behaviors. In particular,
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carly intervention programs should seek to reduce
conduct disorders and antisocial behavior, comect
family-management practices, prevent school
ailure, counter family and peer infiluences, and
promote the development of social skills. There are

a variety of promising 0 preventing
adolescent drig abuse and :
+ Early childhood educarion with parent in-
volvement

* Parent training in positive child rearing

» Cognitive skills training in schools

* Proactive classroom management

* Law-related education

» Life skills training

* Probiems-solving and behavioral skills (rain-
ing

= Enhancement of instruction to improve aca-
demic success

« Social influences strategies

* School-based health clinics

While these approaches are promising, in most
cases their effectiveness in reducing rates of delin-
quency and drug use has yet to be clearly demon-
strated.

INCIARDI, JAMES A., AND POTTIEGER,
ANNE E. Forthcoming (1990). Kids, crack,
and crime. Journal of Drug Issues. 8 refs.

Involvement in use and dealing, especially
of crack, was studied in a sample of 254 Miami
youths deemed to be "seriously deli " (having
committed 10 FBI "index" offenses or 100 lesser
crimes in the 12 months before the inerview).
Approximately 85% of the subjects were male,
15% female; 43.3% were White, 39.4% Black, and
17.3% Hispanic. The median age of the subjects
was 14.7 years, and 89.4% had been expelled or
suspended from school at Jeast once.

Drug Use and Dealing. All of those inter-
viewed had histories of multiple drug use. Nearly
80% had some involvement in the crack cocaine
business (7.9% with "minor involvement,” §4.3%
as "dealers,” and 18.1% as "dealers+"-- i
some sort of involvement in the manufacturing,
smuggling, or wholesaling of crack).

‘The greater a youth's involvement in the crack
business, the more likely was drug use of ali types.
For instance, regular marijuana use among those
with no invelvement in the crack business was
66%, compared with 80% of those with minor in-
::;hémmm the busimsskem . mdklm% of shose fmg

group. ar crack use mgd
2% for those with no involvement in crack
business to 87% of those in the dealer+ group.

For those dealing crack, nearly 90% frequently
received crack as part of their payment for drug
sales. In addition, 70.3% cf those in the dealer cat-
egory and 93.5% of those in the dealer+ category

had spent $1,000 oz more on crack for personal use
in the previous 90 days.

Those with no or minimal involvement in the
crack business were more likely to have had bad
experiences with crack (two-thirds of those with no
involvem«at and three-fifths of those with minor
involvement). Almost the reverse was the case in
the dealer and dealer+

The popularity of the crack business is ex-
plained by several factors: high youth unemploy-
hfestylm(lﬂgh ; fi mﬁfm s tnh 8319,8

i e profitability, upward mobility,
romance of street life), and the euphoria induced by
the drug itself.

Criminality. A link was demonstrated
between crack use and the number of crimes
committed. For the group with no involvement in
the crack business, the mean number of crimes
commiitted in & 12-month period was 375.9. For
those in the dealer+ category, the figure was
1,416.1. It appears that "crack dealing finances
crack use, crack use encourages more crack use,
and more crack use requires more profit-making
crimes,”

Treatmens. The criminal justice system had
been successtul in locating these offenders (87% of
subjects had been amrested within the previous 12
months), but not in treating them. Fewer than 4%
of the subjects had ever been in drug treatment--a
reflection of an overburdened juvenile court system
and inadequate resources for treatment.

KANDEL, DENISE B.; SIMCHA-FAGAN,
ORA; AND DAVIES, MARK. 1986. KRisk
factors for delinguency and illicit drug use
from adolescence to young adulthood. Jour-
nal of Drug Issues 16(1):67-90, 51 refs.

Using longitudinal data covering a nine-year
period, this study examined the predictors of delin-
quency and drug use from adolescence to young
adulthood and the role that involvement in one of
these behaviors has for later involvement in the
other. The sample consisted of a cohort of young
people from New York State who were first studied
in 1971, at age 15-16 years, and interviewed again
in 1980, at age 24-2§ years (n=1,004).

Criminalify. Nearly half (49%) of the young
adult males and Zigtof thcdmm femalm;s
had e inat one ac* in their
mﬁ&g?%?% of the males who had done so and
m fe:mag were mmm wﬁlim one

i act in the past year. women
are less likely to become involved in d
than men, once they do so they are neerly as likely
to persist in delinquent activities. Persistence of
drug use from adolescence to young adulthood was
greater than persistence of delinquency.,

Drug Use. Ever use of illicit drugs (other than
marijuana) at least ten times was reported by 28%
of males and 17% of females; 75% of the males and
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59% of the females who had formerly used drugs
also did so in the year prior to the interview.
w$mm$MymMemm§mm
in drugs delinquency; compared with men,
they were nearly as likely to persist in their delin-

, but less likely to persist in their use.

%M%Mamm i be-
tween use delinquent behavior: young
adults who currently used illicit drugs other than
marijuana were more dgelinquent than those who
used only marijuana or those who were former (but
not current) users of drugs.

For men, adolescent illicit drug use and delin-
quen icted themselves in young adulthood.
But while adolescent delinquency illicit
drug use in young adulthood, drug use did not
predict , indi that delinquency is a
precursor to drug use, but the reverse is not
true. The pattem for women was somewhat differ-
ent. As with men, illicit drug use in adolescence
predicted illicit drug use nine years later; but unlike
with men, adolescent delinquency by women did
dnioé'predictdelmqmc' y, whereas illicit drug use

Yarious risk factors in adolescence other than
drug use predicted continued involvement in delin-
quency in early adulthood. For women, the most
important factor was depression; for men, family
factors. Failure to enter conventiona! adult roles,

such as marriage and continuous oyment, pre-

dicted continued drug use, but not .
Conciusions. The results shed light

whether there is a common set of factors

that predict adult participation in delinquent
activities and use of illicit drugs. The answer
dependsanthetypeofddh?ncy.metypeef
mo§.mdmmgmuﬂ f men, 8 common
etiology is more evident between illicit drugs and
theft than between illicit drugs and in nal
aggression. Also, the same factors thai predict illicit
?egmmngwmpmadelmmyammg

O0SGOOD, D. WAYNE; JOHNSTON, L.D;
O'MALLEY P. M.; AND BACHMAN, 1.G.
198.. The generality of deviance in late ado-
lescence and yearly adulthood. American So-
clological Review 53:81-93. 36 refs.

Although researchers have clearly established
that many deviant behaviors are positively comelated
with one another in adolescence and early adult-
hood, it is less clear whether these various deviant
behaviors are manifestations of a more ten-
dency. This w to confim 1ast pos-
sibility usough cated causal modeling of the
relationship among deviant behavioss in late adoles-
cents ( §) sampled over five (1976-1980).
mSampletggnsistedsaéd once in the annual
Monitori Future study o use among high
schmmots. Subsamples of eacg class are asked
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to fill out questionnaires every other year following
graduation. The present analysis was limited to
whites, because the black subsample was less repre-
sentative due to differential dropout rates from high
school. The study focused on five of deviant
behavior: criminal behavior (crimes at vic-
tims); heavy alcohol use; marijuana use; use of other
illicit drugs; and dangerous driving.

Findings. The results of the analysis indicated
that a general tendency toward deviance, or a de-
viance syndrome, can explain the positive correlation
among different types of deviance behavior.
However, a deviance variable does not full
explain all of the reliable and stable variance ft
for each of the separate behaviors examined. In
other words, each deviant behavior is a mani-

partly a unique phenomenon.

It was also found that specific behavior influ-
enced others over time. Thus, marijuana use at age
18 had a significant impact on the use of other illicit
drugs one or two years later. But thereafer, the in-
fluence of marijuana use on later drug use was neg-
ligible. Such influence of one specific behavior on
another, however, was much less important than the
infiuence of a general tendency toward deviance.

Criminal behavior was mos: closely associated
with deviance, aiiough the strength of the

ation and the rate of criminality duninished
over tim. Alcohol use by high seniors was more
strongly associated with deviance than was
adults, For illicit drugs (other
than marijuana), however, the association with the
tendency toward deviance became stronger with in-
ot vt vebaviot 1 Ged o general de-
ant vior is tied to e-
viance whatiseonsidweggecepmhle
behavior at a particular age.

RIVERS, JAMES E. 1989, Drug use and
criminal activity among Miaml youth involved
in the crack-coccaine business. Unpublished
report. Miami: Office of Substance Abuse
Control. 7 refs.

Although surveys of national samples of youth
indicate that drug use has been declining since the
late 1970s, these samples and the trends they sug-
gest may not be representative of specific cities or
su Tl.s report examines data collected
by James Inciardi (sce Inciardi and Pottieger
159@)
dealing

on drug use and invelvement in drug

and other criminal behavior among youth in

Miami known to be users of crack cocaine. The 254
vouths were selected by a snowball sampling
technique in 1986-1987, so the vouths were not a
random sample of Miami or ot Srug-using Miami
youth. The age rang= was from 12 to 17 years old,
with the average age 14.7. The large majority
(85%) were male. The ethnic composi.on was 43%
White, 39% Black, and 17% Hispanic. Although
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78% were enrolled in school, 89% had been
suspended or expelled at least once.

Findings. Current use of drugs was high: 87%
were current daily users of marijuana; 55% of
crack; 28% of depressants; 7% of alcohol; 5% of
cocaine powder; and 3% of heroin. Nearly all
(90%) of the sample had been using crack for more
than a year, 65% for more than two years. The av-
erage age at which any drug was first used was 7.1
years, and the average age of first use was
10.1 years. Forty percent said that they had at least
ﬁ“badhzx?; ﬁmgck&%mdﬂ}mormm?

though reported some type of adverse ef-
fects from crack, only 4% kad ciiiered drug abuse
treatment.

Unverified self-reports revealed that these 254
youths committed an "astounding” number of
criminal acts, in addition to their possession or sale
of illicit drugs. In the year, the total number of
criminal acts was 223,439, 61% of which
consisted of drug offenses; 23%, peity property of-
fenses; 11%, vice offenses; and 4%, major
felonies. The average number of offenses commit-
ted per week was 4,297; the average number of of -
fenses per person was 880; and the average number
of offenses per day was 612. The youth who were

ﬁostinvnlvedin in crack also those with the
Most of the ysuth were engaged in regular
criminal activity ( times a week) before the age

of 12. Nearly all (92%) of the youths (whose aver-
age age was 14.7) had been arrested at least once,
71% had been convicted at least once, and 1% had
been in jail. But on the basis of the number of self-
reported crimes committed by these youth, the
chances of being amested was 1 in 555 or 0.18%.
Cenclusions. Crack users and dealers are
deeply involved in non-drug criminal activity.
Much more crime is committed by these teenagers
than official records would indicate. The fear of
arrest, conviction, or incarceration docs little to
deter crack uvse or dealing or criminal activity in
general. Innovative intervention programs are
needed for these youthfal offenders, arly
treatment services and those involving greater
cooperation between schools and juvenile courts.

TEMPLE, MARK, AND LADOUCEUR, PA-
TRICIA. 1986. The alcohol-crime relation-
ship as an age-specific phenomenon: A longi-
tudinal study. Contemporary Drug Problems
13:89-118, 80 refs.

In order to clarify the relationship between al-
cohol and crime, this study focused on the connec-
tions between the criminal careers and the alcohol
histories of a cohort of young men from Oregon.
Subjects were originally surveyed in 1964 when
they were age 16 and then y until 1979, when
they were age 31. The attrition rate was 67%. The
data for this study were based on the responses

from 302 subjects who had acquired a record of ju-
venile deli by the time of the first year of
from 3. slf-report questionnaire: Jfomation on
a -report onnaire; information on
ve.nx£e ‘mw&lfeOrengm lnvmsa.
ile department, te igative
Bureau, and the Federal Bureau of Investigation.

Aleohel Use Both g;it:kingmand heavy
srinking i I sily age 16, reaching a
peak in the early 20s. By this time, 95% of the
adolescents snd the remained at
driting wes sporiod by abowt S4% of t Suple

was y e
end remained at about that level until age 28, after
which it gradually declined. The relationship
Tetween dnnking in adolescence and drinking as an
adult (age 31) was not significant.

Criminglity. The prevalence of criminal of-
fenses was highest between ages 16 and 20, with
the highest level occurring at age 18 (65%). There
was a sharp drop off in prevalence between ages 20
and 21, and at age 31, less than 10% had a record
of criminal involvement in that (1979). Just
over half (51%) of those with juvenile offenses
continued to commit crime in adulthood (as deter-
mined from official records). Those who committed
serious juvenile offenses were more likely than
those who committed ronserious offenses to be
changed with serious crime as adults.

Correlations. If alcohol were a cause of
crime, then the two prevalence curves should rise,
peak, and drop at roughly the same rate and the
rise, peak, and drop for alcohol should consistently
precede those for criminal activity. But the results
from this study showed no direct connection
between alcohol use and crime: whereas delinquent
mmpeakedatage 18 and declined markedly

s and heavy drinking continued
inmo the earl and either remained steady or
dropped off sumewhat. But the higher the serious-
ness of the deli activity, the higher was the
level of drinking, whereas those with less sericus
delinquency tended to be moderate drinkers or ab-
stainers, This relationship did not hold for adults at
age 31, however.

Conclusions. The results indicate, first, that
adolescent drinking is not part of an "alcohol ca-
reer,” but is an age-specific behavior that has only
moderate implications for future drinking behavior.
Second, in the case of crime, there does appear to
be a relationship between criminal activity as an
adolescent and as an adult, with serious delin-

quenc beinggardmhﬂymmedmsdmteﬁmind
mei t. Finally, although heavy alcohol use

¥

vemen
criminal activity are related in late adolescence,
there is no significant relationship between them by
age 31. At best, the often- causal connec-
tion between alcohol and crime is

It appears that certain social and personal cir-
cumstances in late adolescence combine to increase
the young person’s chance for involvement in both
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alcohol use and crime. As adolescents enter their
twenties and assume adult responsibilities, their
former motivation for heavy drinking and criminal
activity decreases. However, for adolescents who
are involved in serious delinquency, tfre is a high
likelihood that they will continue their involvement
in crime as adults of limited education.

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, OFFICE
OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELIN-
QUENCY PREVENTION. 1985. Drug Abuse,
Menial Health, and Delinguency: Summary cf
Proceedings of Practitioners’ Conference on
Juvenile Offenders with Serious Drug, Alcohol,
and Mental Health Problems, September 6-7,
1984, Washington, D.C. No refs.
This conference iﬁeudumd a wgfde variety of
ies addressing the problem uents
g"&?fmm, drug abuse, and mental health (ADM)
disorders, but the main theme put forward by pre-
senters emphasized the need for , NEW OF
old, that could be effectively implemented in the
real worid.
The Need for Comprehensive Approaches.
The most effective approach to combat ADM disor-

dmmmmmnskawmwwm
of intervention programs tightly coordinated to

cover all of the , from early preven-
tion, to treatment, to follow-up. Collaboration
among disparate , agencies, institu-

; organizations :
tions, and community members is a major compo-
nent of such pro as the Serious Habitual
Offender/Drug Involved (SHO/DI) Project,
Treatment Altematives to Street Crime (TASC), and
North Carolina's Willie M. Program.

Aftercare. Once treated in a shont-term, iso-
lated program, it becomes evident that to retum
youths to the same environment that contributed to
their problems initially is unworkable. Instead, in-
stitutions that affect a youth's everyday life must be
structured to ensure continued maintenance of posi-
tive social behavior. Such a program is the PA
Project in Souta Carolina, which focuses on both
individual treatment and school-wide organizational

Upon reentering larger society, maintenance of
healthy social behavior instilled i patients during a
structured treatment program is virtually impossible
without an effective program of afiercare. The
Lincoln Hills Correctional Facility and the
Adolescent Chemical Dependency at St.
Mary’s Hospital both successfully treat the problem
of retuming to society, but a commitment of re-
sources at the federal, state, and local levels is nec-
essary for the widespread utilization of aftercare
services,

Community Involvement. One important
component of effective treatment of ADM disorders
among youths is community involvement, as is
provided in such programs as Soul-O-Hr.use,

Subdstance Abuse, Delinguents, and Gangs

Oakland Parents in Action, Willie M., and the
Purents Resources and Information of
Education coalition (PRIDE) of Omaha. Several
methods for community involvement,
such as educating parents and encouragi
feedback on intervention projects, have widened the
sense of accountability modes of action for
entire communities.

Decision-Making Skills. A very effective
form of intervention is to include vouths in their
own rehabilitation, providing them vith the skills o
make life decisions anu proof that they
are of transforming their own environments
ina tive way. The Lincoln Hills Correctional
Facility and the Abraxas Foundation Inc. are just
two institutions that implement such programs.

The Need for a Holistic Approach Upon en-
tering a pasticular rehabilitation agency, juveniles
with ADM disorders should not be treated for a
single in which the malizes.
but for 1 multiple problem rome. tutions
ranging from law enforcemer: to and health
divisions must leam to deal with the e individ-
ual rather than with an isolated aspect of a
problem. Generic solutions based on an
understanding of normal positive social
development and the roots of the multiple ,.coblem
syndrome may help intervention become more fully

e.

Long-Term Commitmeni. A long-term com-
mitment of federal, state, and local funds is neces-
sary to develop, test, refine, and disseminate new
intervention pro A three-step plan for devel-
opment, ving experimental research, locational
testing, and institutionalization of workable ideas,
has been successfully impiemented by the
Achievement Place/Teaching Family Program.
Such a plan, provided it has ing, can
lead toward real progress in lasting solutions.

Program Planning. Program selection and de-
velopment may to be more cost-effective and
efficient if empirically based planning (i.., a thor-
ough review of existung research on intervention
programs) is utilized. Examination of other pro-
jects' successes and failures can be integrated with
2 ¢ fic community's needs to produce a
workable pro s however, further study of the
adaptability of interventions would be required.

Program Evaluation. Despite an abundance
of ex'sting intervention programs, little evidence is
available on their effectiveness in actually prevent-
ing, reducing, or controlling ADM disorders among
deli youth. The field of human rescurces
must work to establish empirically tested wechniques
to address the question of effectiveness.
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WATTERS, JOHN K.; REINARMAN,
CRAIG; AND FAGAN, JEFFREY. 198S.
Causality, context, and contingency: Rela-
tionships between drug abuse and delin-
quency. Contemporary Drug Problems 12:351-
373. 96 refs.

The relationship between substance use and
violent crime is explored through a review of the
relevant literature. Among criminal justice
makers and the media, there is a persistent
of irug use with violent crime. However, while
cmemdm tes?e‘g‘zch onisseriom and violent crinfxe sug-
gests use is frequently an aspect of crimi-

ity, the relationship between drugs and violent
youth crime remains relatively uncharted and con-

troversial temritory.
\rify the pelationship betwoen drogs and crime;
clarify the gs :
"drugs cause crime," “crime causes drug abuse,"”
and "underlying factors cause both crime and drug
abuse.” g?hﬁmmx_e g}r;vim little evidence a:;
support ypothesis drugs cause crime,
the evidence for the notion that crime causes drug
abuse (that is, that people take up drugs afier they
have established themselves in their criminal ca-
reers) is only slightly more impressive. In both
cases, much of the research shows a correlational
rather than a causal ionship between drug use
and crime. The between crime and
abuse is too complex to lend itself to such
reductionism. What is needed instead is a model
that seeks to establish the underlying causes of
criminality and drug abuse. Here a more sophisti-
cated analysis can occur, which takes into sccount
such variables as class, motivation, and environ-
ment, As it is, most studies Lave been ham by
and methodological shortcom and

conceptual C
should be approached with a "healthy skepiicism."

WEISHEIT, RALPH A. 1984. Alcohol and
drug abuse prevention: Implications for delin-
quency prevention. Journal of Drug Issues
U mary prere :rieoﬁ' f delingu 1
ary prevention o ency involves a
broad-scale effort to change the physical or social
environmental factors so as to minimize the devel-
opment of attitudes and behaviors that lead to de-
viancy. Although, over the long-term, primary pre-
vention would to hold considerable promise,
it has received little attention from devel -
opers or researchers. Numerous pro attend
the im ion and cvaluation of pre-
vention programs, including what ele-
ments such a program should include, how they
m bec ?;xt, mﬁiw issr;les in assum-
everyone is at a potential delinquent.
Additional are opposition from parents,
the need for long-term financial support, and the
long delay in seeing positive results.

The problems associated with primary preven-
tion programs for delinquency may be minimized,
however, by examining existing programs for pre-
venting drug and alcohol abuse. Both delinquent
behavior and drug and alcohol abuse appear to
share commaon causes, which suggests that preven-
tion of cither requires attention to those causes
rather than to either delinquency or abuse by
M.Manyofmeelemm%ofal du:lixgxgagfg
programs, parti those having o -
esteem and decision-making skills, are not specific
to substance use, but would presumably extend to
delinquency prevention as well. In this sense, alco-
hol and drug prevention programs that include af-
fective components may also serve as delinquency

programs.

Mmating delinquency prevention within
schocd-based substance abuse pro has several
advantages. (1) Schools reach %ar ore young
people than other social agencies, and school
programs are genenally more cost effeciive than

pmmmﬂomdmamcgo;dpxﬂaﬁonMss

delinquents. (2) Many drug education
begin in the early grades and are repeated
in successive l;fkv.aax's. wgich meansaﬁm these

ams afm likely to agﬁegtmﬂxe attitudes a(xg
) at delinquency.

School-basm:aﬁon programs are less
likely to encounter resistance from parents than

delinquency s. (4) Such giams are
generally sta%?eg by people who teaching
skills, which might not be the case for programs

outside the school. (5) Existing alcohol and drug
;:if:caﬁen gﬁrggrams have a large body of
tion, evaluation, and cost ¢ s f?ov% which
delinquency specialists can profit from. (6) Finally,
the impact of substance use prevention programs on

i y can be relatively easily evaluated as
part of the evaluation of the drug education pro-
gram. Since m::any drug ed:gﬁm programs oegtg

elementary and secondary ycars,

use of longitudinal designs becomes feasible.

WHITE, HELENE R.; PANDINA, ROBERT
J.; AND LAGRANGE, RANDY L. 1987.
Longitudinal predictors of seriour substance
use and delinquency. Criminology 25(3):715-
749, 56 refs.

In order to clarify the relationship between seri-
ous drug use and serious delinquency, this study
examined the similarity in the etiology of these two
deviant behaviors by testing a model that consis:cd
of a mixture of control theory, differential associa-
tion theory, and various psychological variables
previously found to be cormrelated with adolescent
lack strong bonds 1o Saclly experitnce Breale
lack strong bonds to ety ¢ ence greater
freedom to engage in delinquent behavior than
youths who do have such bonds. Recent formula-



tions of control theory are usually i with
dincrential association , which that
deviam behavior is 1 through associations

md from definitions of normative
or that eithier encourage or discourage
deviance 'l‘o measures of control theory and
differential ascociation theory, the current study
mmmmm‘““mf messures (selfesween.
' etc.
- usedfontmmalysismnsis@of
jects ( 82) who were first interviewed in
1979 or 1980 (T1) when they were 12, 15, or 18
years old and then reinterviewed three years later
(TZ) The e were predominantly white
afn;rlnmi gmsllass guresaffc)m%cimains
(family, peers, intrapsychic) at were
used to predict serious substance use and serious
y¢y at T2. Serious substance abuse was
heavy drug use, fequent problems with doani,
use, ems
vgeq\m problems with drugs. Serious delin-
qumcywasdeﬁnedintemsofself-mdmdex
offenses in the past three years and of being incar-
cerated or ou probation or parole in the past three
years.

Findings. The of serious substance
abuse ranged between 23% and 43% of the males
and 16% and 39% of femalcs. Females had a low
percentage of serious delirquency (3%-4%),
whereas males between 11% and 20%.
Overall, 23% of the total sampie were either serious

substance users or serious deli (but not
both), while 7% of the total e fell into both
groups. While the majori serious delin-
quents were also serious su abusers, the re-

verse was not the case; only about a third of the se-
rious substance abusers were also serious delin-
quents. (There were so few females who were seri-
ous delinquents that they were eliminated from the
rest of the analyses.)

The same peer and school variables are signifi-
cantly related to substance use and delinquency. By
contrast, most of the i variables exam-
ined related to substance but not to delinquency.
Both groups tended to be more distressed, more
autoniomous, and have less need for harm avoid-
ance than nondeviant peers. There was also very
litle relationship between the family domain mea-
sures and either substance abuse or

Fuﬂmmalysistdﬂx&tﬂnvmaﬂesm
were significantly relatr 0 any form of serious
deviance did discrimina.. .<tween adolescents who
met any of the criteria for substance abuse or delin-
Retwemn 72% und 84% (depending on age) of the
etween on o
smouslnomeﬁoussubmmeabumﬁe
80% and 96% of the serious/nonserious
delinquents were classified correcily.

The most im variables for
serious/nonserious substance abuse were (in order
of relative strength), for 18 year olds, friends' tol-
erance of substance use, imptnsivity. grade aver-
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age, friends' delinquency, friends' tolerance of
delinquency, and need for autonomy; and, for 21
olds, friends’ tolerance of substance use, need
or achievemer, and friends' delinquency. (The
analysis for 15 year olds was not significant.)

The most important variables for
serious/nonserious were, for 15 year
olds, friends' tolerance of delinquency, distress,
friends' delinqguency, self-esteem, and need for
hamm avoidance; and, for 18 year olds, education
expectations, parental nurturance, and need for au-
tonomy. (The enalysis for 21 year olds was not
significant.)

Conclusions. The results of this study pro-
vided partial support for the common-cause
hypothesis, that is, a common set of eticlogical
factors accounts for the observed association
between drug use and delinquency. Although the
same variables in the school and peer domains were
related to both types of deviant behavior, only weak
associations were found for the family variables
and intra variables. It was also found that
the of the different predictor varicbles
varied between each type of behavior as well as
across age . Thus, although an integrated

com elements from control theory and
differential association theory is useful in
accounting for adolescent deviance, there may be an
additional set of predictors, largely related to
intrapersonal characteristics, that differentiates
those deviant people who become serious
delinquents those who become serious
substance abusers.

Thes= findings have implications for preven-
tion. Tne results indicate that serious AOD use and
delr “are not neeef_sgdﬁol concentrated in a

ogereous grouping o escents. dut rather
that each group represents a somewhat unique set
of individuals whose dynamic e€SSes are
qualitatively distinct.” Given the influence of peer
groups, combined prevention may

rpetuate further socialization into alternative
orms of deviance....Intervention strategies
may ire more individualized treatments than

red in joint programs” (p. 736).
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